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CHAPTER I
CHILD ADVOCACY 7

In recent years, increasing emphasis has been piaced
ron geuging the effectiveness of publjc and voluntary soclal
welfareAprograms; The maJjor socialggction programs of . the
last decade; as represented by Communif?‘Action Programs.
Headstart, Model Cities, Neighborhood Service;Centers, have
vbeeu subjected to a veriet& of eraluations, 1h an effert ap
delineating their usefulness and‘results. The current Adminis-
tration has taken a strongly critical: position towards all
social prograﬁs, suggesting that many have beén found 1neffec-
tive, At times, ‘the pressure for 1qformation about effective-
ness has led to effortsat evaluation prior to any precise
~de11neatfbn of the nature of .the program or determ ation
'of clear-cut norms regarding program implementa y opera-
tions or activities.. . V

Within the last few years, another sociai action program
has emerged, albeit a modest one, and has been’descriged as
"ehild advoeacy”. There is urgent need to assess phe rela-

tive merits of different child advocacy projects prior to any

substantial 1nvestment1; thus, development of criteria for

- ‘ 1
. , C )
1There is much confugion, in the literature and in the
field regarding the use of the terms "project" and "program'.
The clearest distinction is made by Joseph Wholey in his ‘
‘'study of federal evaluation policy. He defines a federal
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evalustion and an over-all str&%egy_of evaluation ate
essential.

Thié study represents a modest beginning at this- task.

'it is also hoﬁed that through the approach to evaluation

developed here for child advocacy projects, some additional
perspective may be geined-- sane lessons learned - regarding
evaluation of social action programs generally. Buyt before
the method and rationale of tniéxstudy are delineated, and
the particular approach taken is Justified, it is necessary
to explain something epbut child advocacy itself - what it is,
how it deve10ped - and describe the initial study on which
this ome builds and through which this researcher first be-

a / P .
came familiar with the phenomenon.

program as ‘"the provision of federal funds and administrative
dlrectlon to accomplish a prescribed set of objectives through
the camduct of specified activities." A Erogect is "the
implementation leve¥ of a program - the level where resources
are used to produce an end proJect that directly contributes
to the objectives of the program. oseph .S. Wholey, et. al.,

‘Federal Evaluation Policy: Analyzing the Effects of Public

Programs™ [WashIngton, C.; Urban Institute, 19712 p. 24,
Since many child advocacy projects describe them-

selves albeit inappropriately as 'programs", it becomes dif-
ficult to maintain this distirct Qn consistently. In addition,
the term "program" 1is also u;gg/%o describe the various
activities of individual proj€cts (advocacy, information. and
referral, counseling) or the implementation of over-all policy
and guidelines when @ project becomes operational.

Although there may be some inadvertent inconsistency, .
effort-will be made in this study to'use "project" when-refer-

) ring to ‘an individual child advocacy organization or agency

and "program" when referring to the cluster of activities pro-

vided in and by ‘the pro ject' - what the project does. However,
prcggam may also be otherwlse used when specifically em-

ploye by others or when referring generally to such things

as 'social action programs” or "social welfare programs,' as in
the above. :

¢ * 65019 .




THE STATR, OF THE ART

Needlegs to say, mRelther advocgcy as a concept nor

A concern with the welfare of children generally, represents

a new phenomenon.&(éet somehow the term '"child advocacy"chas
the "ring” of something new and different. Increasingly, both
the concept and the practice have been mentioned as possible
solutions to a wide range of problems concerning children.

The concept has been used io highlight‘the inadequacy offour
national commitment to chlldren and thé'enormit& of the prob-
lems faced by children'in our society. Actiyities<palled_
child advocacy have been suggested as a‘means for identifying
and publdcizing'the unmet neéds of children; providing alter-
native wayskfor meeting these needsf;nd stimulating public

and political support for implementing them. A National Cen-
ter on Child Advocacy, established in the Office of Child
Development in May, 1971, uas premised on the centrality'of
advocacy as an organizing principal for constructive action
on behalf of children In 1971-72, several federal agencies
spent seven and one-half mili1ién dollars funding experiments,
demonstrations and rescarch under the general heading of
”child gdvocacy". Still more projects were funded subsequently,
by both public and voluntary agencies, at various goVbrnmental
and non- governmental levels; additional ones are plann '
State committees under a diversity of names have deveij:d

advocacy proposals and projects.

-In response to what appeared to be an emerging movement,,
P . ) -
!

-
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in 1971 the Office of Child Development decided to fund a one
year research prbﬁect at Columbia University School of Social
Work, aimed at clarification of the concept and prectice of
child advocacy. The conclUSions of this study are reported

in the monograph, Child Advocacx, published in January, 1973

\
The study, included a review of the literature, interviews with

key experts in the field, a broad-based mail survey of child

_advocacy proJects and a series of case studies of selected

p{ojects in severtl categories. One objective was to deter-
mine whether or not the label "child advocacy" represented
anything new and distinctive or was merely a new name for what
had always gone on; a second, was to discover whether there
was a cohesive theme underlying these diverse activities and
whether it could be conceptualized. ,

We beganJour study by trying to discover when the term
"child advocacy" was first used, and why. What were its im-
mediate antecedents? Where did child advoca:;zstem'from?

‘Three events in recent years appear to have precipi-
tated current develOpments‘and renresent the first gen al
usage of the term: The establishment of the Office of CH1d Py
Development in 1969, with its prbviously mentioned sub-un

the National Center on Child Advocacy; publication in 19

1Alfr;ed J. Kahn, Sheila B. Kamerman and Brenda G. McGowan,
Child Advocaey: Re ort of a 'National Baseline Study (New York: -
Tolumbla UnIve‘ chool™ 6 Joclal Work, 1973). Much of the
material included in this introductory chapter-is derived from
this report.

0602
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of the Report of the Joint Commission on the Mental Health

‘of Children, and the White House Conferegnce on Children and
Youth in 1970. These last two recommended the establishment

of an elaborate hierarchical child advocacv system with operar
'tional units at various governmental levels ranging from neigh-
borhood to national Apparently influenced by this, several

of the projects(funded by the federal government represented

an effort at initfating such a formal structure, beginning at
the‘neighborhood or communitv level: h

' Howeve{, advocacy has a longer history. fThe origins

of child‘advocacy are traceable to the tradition of social re-

form .in this'country-<activities’of the'muckrakers in the late’

‘nineteenth century; the self—advocacy of ,wothen suffragettes in

<'ghe late 19th an% early 20th centuries, ‘and the ”child advocacy"
vof the first White House Conference on#Children in l909,vre-
aulting in the subsequent establishment of ‘the Children's
.. ' Bureau. R L | | "
; ., In its‘current manifestation, child advocacy”is'clear-
ly influenced and shaped by the developments of the l960s.
The civil rights movement led to increased concern with legal

N . and extra-legal rights. The antirpoverty programs - in %

) j"

particular, community action programs, neighborhood service

centers, neighborhood legal services - contributed substan-

S

tially to ‘the form and substance of many child advocacy projects .

'through concern with such problems as delinquency, school
Ve reform, 1égal rights and entitlement§§ qualitative and quanti-'

tative inadequacies in service deliv ry and citizen participa—

R | ’000‘{13' o .v

|\




: § .
tion, in addition to poverty. AlthoughVself;help'grougz
of haﬁdiéapped ﬁeople or'parents éf handicapped\children .
began to organize during the 1950s, such organizations were
initiated increasingly in the 1960s by ethnic and raciai |
groups, or groups‘with sharedﬂproﬁlems (e;é.}‘welfare.rights).
" Writers and professionals_from a variety of disci-
plines emphasizeq the need for &dvocacy~when‘workingmﬂor
- the poor and powerless. Social woik, 1n'part1cu1af; bor-

rowed the concept of client\advocacy'frdm_the'legal,prp-

fession and used it to describe 'such é partisan role.l"

-

Others discussed the need "to support,mhe&:i?ats of children

. L
lsocial workers wrote about the conceptcéga”ﬁractice_‘
of "advocacy" as being the support of the rights of the
. disadventaged generally. See’, .for example, George A. Brager,
"Advocacy and Political Behavior," Social Work, XIII, 2 .

“ (April, 1968) 5-15; "Institutlonal Change: PerImeters of the
Possible," Social Work, XII, 1'(January 1967) 59-69; Brager
and Francis P. Purcell (eds.), Community Action Against
Poverty, (New Haven, Conn.: College and UnIversity Press, 1967).

: rles Grosser, “'Community Development Programs Serving the

-, Urban Poor," Social Work, X, 3 (July 1965) 15-21; Grosser and

- Edward V. Sparer, "soclal Welfare and Social Justice," in
Brager and Purcell, op.-cit., 292-301. Scott Briar, "The

- Current Crisis in Soclal Casework.!" Social. Work .Practice,
Selected papers from the.94th annual Torum of the Natlonal-
Conference on-Social Welfare (New York: Columbia University

. ‘Press, 1967) 19-33; "The Social Worker's Responsibility For
The Civil Rights of Clients," New Perspectives: The Berkeley

- Journal of Social Welfare, I (Spring ISE?; 89-92"

‘fLEﬁyers emphasized' the need for employing the advocgcy
role when Working for. the poor to help them realize legitimate
rights in their relationships with large public institutions.
See Edgar A. and Jean Camper‘CahE§~”War on Poverty: A Civilian
Perspective." Yale Law Journal, IXXIII, 8 (July 1964) 1316-1341;

Grosder and Sparer, op. cit.

/v‘i
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| SP cifically.l Underlying the development of this advocacy
rol was the premise that the’ failure to receive needed ser-
Vvice resulted from lnadequacies in the service system, not
ih_the'client; thus, intervention and change were needed in
those ihstitutions serving the client, where previou;ly there
had been preoccupation with helping the client to adapt to
the existing situation

)

’ hroughout all of the above, as well as related develf%
opments iln advocacy planning, consumer advocacy and public *
interest'law,tthere'is a dual thrust: 1) an effort at achiev-
ing a greaterlmegsure o£~sociallJustice_foraell; shd~g) an

“attempt at ensuring\some'degree of' acoountability by public

> and voluntary institutions to those being serviced and/or

the ‘public a& large. These themes .underlie current develop-

ments in chil§ advocacy also. |
The 1972 study surveyed 116 child advocacv projects,

75 of which were visited for periodskranging from one-~half

day to two weeks.2 By no means‘should these be construed as

representing a complete‘picture of child advocacy proJects,

since more and more were identified in the course of the study.

Furthermore, some of those labeled, when, visited, showed little

/ t

1Bernard J. Coughlin, "The Rights of Children," CHild

Welfare, XLVII, 3 (March 1968) 133-142; Rebecca Smith, "For

Every Child...A Commentary on Developments in Child Welfare
1962-1967," Child Welfare, XLVII, 3 (March 196¥) pp. 135-132;

- thePresident Task rorce on Early Child’ Development, J. McV.

Hunt, Chairman, "A Bill of Rights for Children." Washington,
<D, C. Office of the Secretary, Department of Health, Education
and Welfare, 1967.

2Kahn, Kamerman, McGowan, op. cit., p. 36.
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semblance of an advocacy function. This confusion and

)
ambiguity we@iifnevitable, since we were exploring an un-

knOWn/nomain Yet, even_considering these inconsistencies,

&

. some patterns emerged, and these are identified and sum-

marized below. uh;“*hi'”‘ﬁ' o

Fox the mosf part, projects are(concerned with the
needs of children and‘their families rather than children _
alone. A feﬁ, especially those with a youth focus, distin-
gﬁish_"between the interests of children and their parents and

may even note a conflict of interests. 1In general, projects

‘are about equally divided between those wnieh focus on the

needs of a'special group of children, and. those which focus

on the needs of all ‘children. With regard to the latter
group, most address the needs of poor and/or minority child-
ren, although some are concerned with snecial categories,
such as delinquent or handicapped. A "universal' approach,
with emphasis on children and families in greatest need,
appropriately characterizes these projects.

ProJects are urban, small scale and nationally dis~
tributed. They tend to cluster at either the state level,
with etate funding or at phe community level with federal
funding. Although tax-exempt foundations, voluntary agencies
and self—help grohpzéare actively,involved in the organization
of child advocacy projects, most of those identified are
supported by pubiie funds (federal, state, copnty)‘or at

least by a combination of public and private financing.

06015
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In general, the advocacy activities or these pfojects
can be classified as employing one of two distinct approaches

which sometimes pqgr}ap: 1) case advocacy - changing, im-

proving or assuring needed help for or service to individuals

or familes; 2) class advocacy - changing, improving or assur-

) ing needeq help for or service to classes or groups of people.

Child advocacy ranges, therefore, from direct services to so?
cial action. Although most projects stfess one or the otéér |
ofAthesg approaches, some include both, | ‘
Although' the study did not develop any formal typology
of child advocacy projects, it did delineate ;gptain varia-l‘
blés, which, wiﬁh‘further research, might provide éhe basis
for sﬁch a classificatjon scheme. For example,‘projecta can

be classified according to base of operations (federal, ré-

gional, séate,,county,~c1ty, neighporhood}; auspice (public,

voluntary or mixed); type of advocacy employed (case, ' class
or both; lay, legal, or a combination); staff (professional,

paraprofessional or voluhteer; single or multi-discipline);

role (specialized or general); leadership; entry point for
¢

'advocacy intervention (cage, survey, probl@m study, moni-

toring or regulatory service, self-help); target for change

(the case, local service system, administrative agénc&, legis-

lative body, court systeﬁ); number of targets addressed (single

or multiple),
Our initial explorations led us to conclude that the

term often was a "gimmick", used merely to.obtain funding and °

00017
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clearly not representing anything new or different. Cer-

tainly, the label was being used in a variety—bf-ways.to
describe disparate and sometimes conflicting funationsa Yet, -

gradually, as the study progressed - and as more proJeéts were
) q4 -

visited and more practitioners interviewed - our perspeCtive

¢

changed. The final report, concluded that in spite of the
gimmickry and confusion, the advocacy "movement" does have a
distinctive quality and does represent a new hpproach to the
needs of children. -

As one facet.of the burgeoning movemenf in public in-
terest advocacy, child'advocacy'blaces particular emphasis on

r‘* B
making child-serving agencies, institutions and systems more

.responsive to the rights and desires of their consumers. This

approach distinguishes it from the more traditional child wel- '
fare proégams, whicg attempt to enhance the development of .
children throughﬂintervention in the live% of child:en and/or
their families. Within this context, child advocacy seems to
represent a response to certain{néwly-identifiéd societal

needs of children and their familieé: Currently, children are
seén as developing within a much brogdér social environment
than their immediate'families, although the family unit con-
tinues to represent the primary environment. Secondary in-
stitutions and groups, sﬁch as schools, child care facilities
and institutions, are also seen as having substantiai>inf1uence
on children's.lives and development. Thus, whqp problems

arise, it may not be the child or his family whose behavior

must be'modified; instead, these institutions may require in-

- 60018




sa

11

tervéntion, changeior regulation. groponents of this
approach would extend societal responsibility to incl
concern for ensuring .that institutions are appropriatri&
responsive to children's neéds; and child advocacy repre-
sents one attempt at develdping a device for facilitating.
this. ; L o

Within this context we adopted the followiné‘defini-

tion of child advocacy, later endorsed’also by the Office of’

Child Development ”intervention on behalf of children in re- #

lat;on to those services and institutiona impinging on their
1
]

Eizgsd Included in this definition were actdgities such asi'
the following developing needed services where none existed
previously; persisting in services where others might not;
assuring‘access to services and~entitlements; protecting new
concepts of legal and extra-legal rights; mediating between
children or families and such institutions as schools,

health facilities, and courts; facilitating self-organization
or parents or adol%fcents% changing policies{ procedures,
budgets, rules, laws. . .

In addition to defining the concept and delineating.
the parameters of child advocecy, the final report of the
study identified those factors which appeared critical in the
development and implementation of child advocacy proJects and

provided guidelines for a classification scheme to describe

existing projects. It concluded with some discussion of the

lKahn, Kamerman, McGowan, op.. cit., Preface.
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public policy implications of the child advocacy 'movement'
and possibilities for future project and program development.
(4 ' B

Vs

-

THE NEED FOR FURTHER STUDY AND EVALUATiQN

Although important variables in the development of
child advocééy projects were identified, knowledge about the
relationships between and amomng tpem remained imprecise aﬁd
conclusions were at best tentative and pgéliminary. Most of

the projects studied were only recently established and thus

provided limited data. Confusion about the concept.and prac-

tice of child advocacy as well ag the time limitations of the

study precluded more definitive findings. For the most part,

"project goals appeared to be general and diffuse. Knowledge

about the alternative ways of structuring agenciés to carry
out advocacy, and of the auspices under yhich they might opér-
ate most effectively, wdsllimited. "Much conventional wis-
dom about such matters could be wrong. Methods, techniques
and strategies were understudied and underdeveloped and little
was known about the interrelationship of goals, structure, ‘
and processes. In short, the initial monogrépp had not ex-
hausted the research challenge. Furthefmore, the recent his-
tory of the phenomenon, the brief period of time most projgcts
were in operation, the constraints and nature of the 1nitial

study, and the poor conceptualization of variables, did not

permit any evaluative conclusions regarding efficacy of parti-

00020 :
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.goals than was achteved in most projects, no standards -of

pe%fqrmance or precise measures of effeetiveness could be
defined. | |
, - .
Although funding sources do lay_d?gg guidelines for

proJeéts and these may include a statement of goals,. such

'goals are usually broad; on oécasion, the guidelines afg con-

flicting and are subJéct to change} *‘As mentioned earlier, 135\\\
' ) ' . Ng & )

dividual projects tend to be equally diffuse about thelr goals.

Since funding sources may require evaluation from the very in-

chption of_tﬁe project., researchers are often compelieg to

., study prodects where no precise goals have been delineated,

often before. they are even operational., Consequently. lq’

an effort at clarifying objectives, evaluators often in-'
fluence the selection of goals and thus the nature of the
project and the pr;gram in ofder to delineate somethiné
measurable. ‘Although some researchers view this as appro-
‘priate, it does tend to altér the program, inhibit innova-
t%on, restrict feedback, and on occasion, to frustrate pro-
Ject administrators. Pressure for premature evaluation has
other unfortunate consequences, including the possibility of
negating the worth of a project even before it is fully opera-
tional, ds well as distorting the nature of the program. Oc-
casionally, projects are further confougded fy multiple eval-
ﬁaéion studles: self-evaluation, the project's own plan for
external evaluation, tpe‘funding agency's plans for indepen-

dent evaluation.

E 00021
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The rapid proliferatian of child advocicy projects

prior to any widespread clarification of the éoﬁcept or

practice has resulted in a notable lack of consistency re-

garding project development and program implementation. Ex-

periences on'numerous site visits to child advocacy proJjects

during the‘courge of~thg 1n1t1alAstudy revealed that neither

administrators, board members, service consumers nor outside

revievers ha#elcleaf/;xpectations regarding what pfoJects o

' should be doing after a specified period of time in operation.

. ) .
It is apparent that those responsible for funding, monitor-

ing and evaluating projects, as well as those who would ini-

tiate them, do not as yet have access to systeﬁatic infor-
. . . ' . + B v

mation about basic aspects of child advicacy projects. In-

evitably, therefore, evaluation strategy is difficult to 4
develop. ‘ ///

Finally, no completed evaluative studies of child

" advocacy were available at the time of the initial study and

few creditable oneS\Qszg)in process. Of these, each was focused

only on one project or on like projects in a specific funding
1l

cluster,

THas, even though‘a recent report by the Urban -

Institute, one of the leading independent research institutes

in the country, recommended Jettisoning the single project

evgluation study in favor of multi-project evaluations,

lFor example, the OCD-funded study of seven Parent-
Child Center - Advocacy Projects, by the Center for Community
Research; the Bureau of the Educationally Handicapped - National
Institute of Mental Health (BEH-NIMH) jointly funded study of

six community-based chlld advocacy projects by Exotech-Mark ‘ '
Battle, ,

00022
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among those eyaluations of child advocacy underway, none was

.attempting a comparative evaluation study 6f'd1fferent types -
of child advocacy proJects.l
. . J

&

-7 THE FOCUS, OF THIS STUDY
7 . "~

Thiévlack of basic fnformation and syétematically ac-
cuﬁu;;téd experience bec&ﬁe the basis for the present study's
point of departﬁre: " the need to seek out and identify what

, generally occurs in child advocacy projects after'§hey have
been funded as a basls for program and evdluation strategy.
Constraints of ﬁudget, time and staff suggested the wisdom
of limiting this focus further. The fact that community-based
projects were the.single largest operational unit - and were

. overwhelmingly prédominant among those projects funded by the

federal government - suggested concentration on this parti-
cular group.

.After a period of reflection on .the first study, an
—— . ' : - .
initial review of the literature, and some ana;ysis of local

- -

project experience generally) “the following preliminary study

‘questions were listed:
1) How long does it take for projects to become operational?
¢ 4 .
2) Are there any identifiable patterns by which community-

based child advocacy projetts become operational?

3

.
1'wrxoley, et. al., Federal Evaluation Policy

4
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3) Are there stages or phases within this process and

if é?, how méy they be conceptualized? '

h) What can be expected of a project after specified
periods of time? IWhat'types of evaluative issues’ /3)
are relevant at given points? |

. 5) Wﬁat var;ables may accounp for differential devel-
opment patterns among projects?

In short, the first and gajor focus of this study be-
camé the process by.which community-based child advocacy
projects become operational. Thus, the study is concerﬁéd,
ultimately, with the timing énd expectations appropriate to
evaluation studies and reports and with the identification of
guidelines that would ﬁermit more systematic ekperimentation
in child advocacy.1 Findings should assist future funders
and proJec; directors in pranhiné;'p}ogramming and project
development. -It was projected that once this information be-
came available, the second major focus of this study could be
an effort to evaluate these proJects, concent//iing on effects
.and effectiveness. According to our definition of child ad-
\vocacy, proJects address the needs of children and attempt to

nge, affect, or influence sué% institutional systems as the

school, health and mental health services, public welfare de-

partments, juvenile justice systems. For the purpose of this

1For discussion of "systematic experimentation" see Alice

Rivlin, Systematic Thinking for Social Action -(Washington, D. C.:
The BrooK*ngs Institution, 1371) pp. B86-117. ,
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study, the "changg" or intervention so identified may in-
voive policiés of other agencies, administrative prdcedures,
étaffing‘patterns,"prévision for mgnitofihg of sgrvices |
and/or activities, the content of legislation. Evidence of
such changé, appropriaté for evaluation, may range from ac:
tion taken, services rendered and policies revised, to laws
written and new progtrams 1n1t1até§.

Within this context, the preliminary plan for the second
phase of Ehe study assumed that evaluation efforts would deal
with such things as: the types of institutions or service

systems addressed by child\advocacy projects and an indica-

tion of which seemed most susceptible to change and why; the

types of interventions employed, which are most effective and

. [
why; the implied criteria for successful intervention or

change; indices and measures of success; and, finally, which
of "the various,child advocacy proJects‘would appear to\be most
effective for achieving change and why. Since none of the

projects selected for study would be more than two and one-

half years. old at the onset of the study, conclusions regard-

2
ing their achievements would necessarily be viewed as pre-

liminary and tentative. The research design could do no more
than place many of the findings in this phase on the level of
hypotheses for further study. In fact, as will be seen sub-

sequently, many of ﬂaese questions provéﬁato be premature for
any child advoc cyvundertakiﬁg that 1s;1es§ than two and one-

half years old.
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‘AI}lof thie will be better understood within the con-
text of ébme reference to the relevant literature. The
next chapter will addreés,tbis, before subsequent descrip-

_‘tion of thebﬂtudy methodology.

" &
) . S
.
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_CHILD ADVbCACYs EVALUATION RESEARCH AND ORGANIZATIONAL

»
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Although conside?’ E? literature h#s developed around
the subject of child advécgéy, much of it is méreiy exhortation;
Little-sﬁbstantive attention has been pald elther to the process -
" by which p;ojécéz vé€GMe operationai;or‘go various types‘of
projects that have developed, To date the 1iterature has con-
jsistedilargely of discusslons ofvthe value‘of child advocacy,1

critiques of the cbncept, approéch and 1mp11cationsz, dis- *-

'”"  cussions of differential conceptualizations,3 and proposals for
- specific‘progfam models.u . The substance of this life;ature has
;,’been'%horoughly reviewed in the earlier monograph5‘and no

further mention seems necessary here,

. lMary Kohler, "The Rights of Childrén: An Unexplored
Constituency," Social Policy I, 6 (March-April '1971) 36-44,

2jerome Cohen, "Advocacy and the Children's Crisis,"
American Journal of Orthopsychiatry XLI, 5 (October 1971)
-00; char . GO s ren's Rights: More Liberal
Games,” Social Policy I, 7 (July-August 1971) 58-52.

N, 3pavid Cohen’ "Politics and Research: Evaluation of ’
Social Action Programs in Education,” Carol H. Welss, ed.
Evaluating Action Programs (Boston: Allyn and Bacon, Inc.

p. - s Jane 1tzer, "Advocacy and the Children's
Crisis,” American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, XLI, 5" (October
1971) 799-80b. ~ ] - v

byiibert L. Lewls, "Child Advocacy and Ecological Planning,"
Mental iene LIV, 4 (October 1970) 475-83; Wolf Wolfsenberger,
"TowaravgﬁfIzen Advocacy for the Handicapped,” Lincoln, Nebraska,
Nebraska Psychiatric Institute, University of Nebraska Medical
Center, (Undated Mineographeds o

¢

4 R '
Q 5Kahn,'Kamerman, McGowan, op. cit. ,
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Other literdture that has particular relevance' for this
! {
study, includes: 1) 'the substantial literature on principles,
methods and illustrations of evaluation research; 2) some

) “
literature related to organizational growth and development'

L)
3) a few studies of related social programs and policy issues;
h) evaluation studies of child advocacy projects in process.
It 1s “this literature that will be-qgnmarized and discussed

in what follows.

e L4

EVALUATION RESEARCH -

‘J -
Tpe Current State of the Art and the Need for Evaluating A
,Sbcial Programs .

Although important developmenta in evaluation ?csﬁarch
ocdurred duriné World War II and immediately thereafter, the
.fileld as we know it today received‘ita‘greatest impetus
during the 1960s, as a result of the proliferftion of social
action progrdma established as part of the anti-poverty war.1
Just as the expériences of the\1960s'§timulated renewed
concern‘with poverty, political powerlessness, secial justice,
individual rights, consumer and client accountability,
}similarly, the proliferation of{large-scale;‘broadJaim social
programming during that decade.led to the need for_evaluating
its relative effectiveness for achieving desireqfsocial

change. Evaluation research, long of secondary interest to

’°professional‘researchers, received increasing attention in

¥

., 1Robert Morris, ed., Encyclopedia of Social Work (New
York: National Association of Sociag ‘Workers, I??I{ 16th

Issue, I1I, pp. 1122-23, T

°‘\—,O®08
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those yeafs‘as the federal government sﬁarply expandedlits
.1nvegtmen£ in such studies.l Currently, the extent of the
federal government's comﬁitmgnt to evaluatioh rese&fch can
be demonstrated by the number of such studies in process or
completed wfii&n the last two years, and the dollar amount |

expended on them.2

For example, in fiscal 1969 and 1970,

- OEO spent over $170 million on six consultation, evaluation,.
techni&al aséistance’and suppoft éontracts. Befween the
time that OEO was established in 1966 and the beginning of
19}2, about . $600 million was commi%ted to such contracts.
Included among these wdle L4 evaluations of a single program,
Headspart.. )

One hundred and forty-six evaluations of HEW-funded -
poverty Qroérams are either completed or in process.3 |
Curragtly, according to a recent memorandum, the Department
. of Health, Education and Welfare is funding more than 130
~evaluation stuéies at $25,000 or more, for a total cost of

at least ‘$15 million; the Department of Justice has 100
such studies costing about $8 millidn; OEO, the'Officé of

lpor the history of evaluation research and its
resurgence in the 60s, see ' Edward A. Suchman, Evaluative
Research (New York: Rusgell Sage, 1967), Chapters I and II;
and Francis G. Caro, -"Evaluation Research: An Overview," in ™
Francis G. Caro, ed., Readings in Evaluation Research (New
York: Russell Sage, 1971).

2Egtablybhing Priorities Among Programs Alding the
Poor, Hearlng Before the Committee on Finance, United States
Senate, Nihety-Second Congress, Second Sesgsion, February 15,
1972, p. 38. ~

31vbid., pp. 186-201. -

-~
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Education and the Natioral Center for Health Services have
respectively 25 studies for $2 million, 45 studies for $9
million, and\300 studies for $21'm11110n.1 Activities of
private foundations such as Russell Sage reveal a similar

pattern. According to its 1970-71 Annual Report, beginning

in 1969, the foundation developéd a program for improving
the current state of evaluation research and increasing
1ts utility for policy makers.® The Report specifies that
;tudies of social change, such as evalﬁations of socilal
action programs, desérve primary research attention. It
states, "one reason for-the increasing attenfion on
evaluation is that surprisingly little 1s known about the
actual conduct of -most acfion proérams and whether they
have the intended impact. Moreover, competition is ever
increasing for resources; both human and material, and
often there 1s little basis for deciding intelligently
where to allocate these recourses."3

. Current literature clearly reveals the need and
importance of evaluation stﬁdies of social action programs,
"The publication of three excellent readers on evaluation

-research within the past year attest to increased interest

: 1Arlene Amidon and Orville G. Brim, Jr., Policy and
Evaluation Research on Child Care Programs. Memorandum
prepared for the Advisory Committee on Child Deveopment,
National Research Council, National Academy of Sciences,
1972 (Mimeographed).

1 2Russell Sgge Foundation Annual Report, 1970-T71
(New York: Russeii Sage, 1971), p. 32. ‘

31bi1d., p. 31.
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and concern with such studies, and with the field generally.1
Essays in each stress the necessity and relevance of evaluation
research for social policy, but comment equally on the inade-

quacies of avaliable resealrch.2

Similarly, the works of
Suchman;3 Rivlin,u Weiss,5 w1111a.ms,6 Freeman and Sherwood7
all emphasize the same theme, although their perspectives on

the 1nterre1a&%onsh1p between policy and research may vary.

1Caro, Readings; Weiss, Evaluating Action Programs;
Peter H, Rossi and walter Williams, eds. Evaluating Social
Programs: Theory, Practice and Politics (New York: Semina¥
Press, 1972). %ne above 1lnclude collections of articles
on the theories, practice, politics and utilization of

evaluation research as well as 1llustrations of past and
present work in the field.

2see especially the introductory essays in each volume,

3Edward A. Suchman, "Action for What? A Critique’ of
Evaluative Research", in Welss, Evaluating Action Programs,
pp. 52-84; Suchman, "Evaluating EducatIonal Programs™, in
Caro, op. cit., pp. 43-.48; Suchman, Evaluative Research.

uRivlin, op. cit.

5Weiss, Evaluating Action Programsj Welss, Evaluation
Research (Englewood CIIffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, Ig72),

6Walter Williams, Social Policy Research and Analysis
(New York: American Elsevier PublIshing Co,, 1971); Rossl and

Williams, op. cit.

7Howard E. Freemaniand Clarence C. Sherwood, Social

Research and Social Policy (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey:
Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1976;. .

-
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. The relationship between social policy and social
research is clearly recognized and has received growing
emphasis, Professionals in both areas are working togetuer
more closely and both recognize the interrelationshit between
the two areas, although the problems of integrating the results
of researcﬁfinto policy aualysis and decision making is
obviously complicated by the political context in which such
decisions are made. Some of the current difficulties regard-
ing the state of evaluation research are as much‘relateg~to
the politics of research as to research methodology, and
discussions of the'problems-in the’utilization of research
findings abound in the literature.l

Despite the substantial commitmeﬁt of the federal govern-
ment to evaluative reaearch, the enormous number of such studies
recently completed or in process, the extensive discussioﬁs
in thelliterature% and the consensus regarding its¢potantia1
utility for influencing ‘policy, the current state of the art
is still largely inadequate and useful studies o?%social action

g .
programs are rare, _ - &

What Evaluation Research is and How it is Defined

Before proceeding with some discussion of the obg

surrounding evaluation research, some clarification of

-

 Social Polic » (Englewood Cliffs, N‘JTT‘P?EE?IEETHEIIT Inc.,
;, 19797 oopgos2 -

lsee Rossi, "Evaluating Educational Programs", in- Caroa

cit.; Welss, "The Politicalization of Evaluation Research
I WeIss, Evaluating Action Programs; Williams, Social Policy
Research and AnalysIs for a discussion of the.distinction
between pollcy analysis and evaluation research; and Walter
Williams and John W, Evans, '"The Politics of Evaluation:
The Case of Headstart", in Rossi and Williams, . cit,,
pb. 249-264; Freeman and Sherwood, Social Research and

o
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~ meant by the term is essential. Current definitions of

evaluation tend to involve a dual approach: the collection

" of information regarding program oufkomes (and goal achieve-

ment) and judgments regarding the value of the program (and
1ts goals). Suchman tends to stress the fact-finding aspect;
however, even he insists that evaluation begins with a value,

either implicit or explicit. He defines evaluation as

the determination (yhether based on opinions,
records, subjective or objective datag of the
results (whether desirable or undesirable; tran-
sient or permanent; immediate or delayed) attained
by some activity (whether a program, a part of a
program, a drug or a therapy, an ongoing or one
shot approach) designed to accomplish some valued
goal or objecttve (whether-ultimate, intermediate,
or 1mmid1ate, effort or performance, long or short
range); : .

In addition, he suggests fivé categories of criteria accordiné
to which the success or fallure of a program may be evaluated.2
1) Effort (the quaﬁtily and quality of activity that takes
ﬁiace); 2) Performance (the results of effort, based on a
precise delineation of objectives); 3)‘Adequacy of Performance
(the degree ﬁo whicl effective performance satisfiés the

total need for 1it); h)vEffic;encx (the degree to which the
results ﬁre proportionate to the effort expended, e.g., costs);
5) Procesg (how and why the program works and effects are
achievéd).3_ | \\

. lSuéhman, Evaluation Research, pp. 31-32. (emphasis *
author's) '

°Ibid., pp. 31-32. : ,
3mid., pp. 61-66.
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Brooks also emphasizes the informational component, definipg
evaluation as

1) determination of the extent to which a

program achieved jts goals; 2% determination

of' the relative importance of the program key

variables in bringing about the results observed

ees 3) determination of the role played by

‘program variables, as opposed to variables

external to the program in bringing about the

—p——

observed results... ' ,
Similarly, Hyman and Wright define evaluation as "fact-finding
about the results of planned social action"? while Greenberg

k3 .
states that evaluation is "the procedure by which programs
are studied to ascertain their effectiveness in the fulfull-
ment of goals.' '3
Although almost all researchers would agree that the

purpose o{ evaluation research is to provide information for

decision-making programs, some place gréater atress on this

facet than others. Emphasizing the relationship between
research and policy, Weiss defines evaluation as "finding
out how well action programs work..;to discover information

of importance to brogram practice and public policy."u

lMichael P. Brooks, "The Community Action Program as.a
Setting for Applied Research," Caro, op.cit., n 57.

2Herbert H. Hyman and Charles R. Wright
Social Action Programs,"” Caro, op.cit., p. lés

3B. G. Greenberg,, "Evaluation of Social Programs,"
Caro, op.cit., p. 155.

"Evaluating

bcarol H. Weiss, "Utilization of Evaluation: Toward

Comparative *Study, " Weiss, Evaluat Ac
Pr .323.

!
i
'
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Alkin defines 1t es .
thé'process of ascertaining the decision areas
of concern, selecting appropriate information,
collecting and analyzing information in order to
report summary data useful to_decision makers in
selecting among alternatives,
Freeman and Sherwood state that
evaluation provides the basis for the policy
maker's decisions concerning the continuation,
modification, expansion, or elimination of
prograifis dirgcted towards the amelioration of
social ills.,
This approach involves two activities: assessing how well
the program 1is carried‘out and measufing 1ts.1mpact.3 Both
Rossi and Williams stress the complementarity of policy
analysis and evaluation, pointing up their difstinctiveness
and emphasizing that the effectiveness of a program is only
one component of the ultimate judgment régarding its worth.u )
Although most of the aforementioned researchers focus
on the controlled experiment as the ideal design for- evaluation,
Cain and Hollister equate avaluation with cost/benefit
analysis while others distinguish the approaches. Related
. -
to the distinction between policy analysis and research,
however, is the distinction they make between a priori cost-

benefit analysis (what Williams defines as policy analysis)

| lMarvin C. Alkin, "Evaluation Theory Development," in
Welss, Evaluating Action Programs, p.16?%

°Freeman and Sherwood, op. cit., p. 1l.
31bid., p. 12.

YRossi and Willlams, op. cit., p. 16.
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and ex post analysis\(whaé 1s generally defined as evaluation
fesearch.)la !

N ,The ‘Jjudgmental aspect of evaluation reseaffh receives

particular emphasis by Scriven, who defines it as a method

consisting of "the gathering and sombining of performgnc.

data with a weighted set of goal scales."Z

He 1insists that
evaluation includes both the evaluation of goals as well as
their achievement., Stake, too, states that evaluation must
be both descriptive and Judgmenta1,3 while Ferman emphasizes
this even more strongly, stating that
s+ "The primary interest in evaluation is not to

arrive at certain findings, as in pure science,

but rather to make Judgements about tﬂe value

of a technique, process or activity.

The Judgementa} aspect receives greatest emphasis in

Weiss and Rein's approach to evaluation which employs a
qualitative rather than quantitative technique.’ Such a
method facilitates explicit 1nc1usion of values, an approach
that theqe researchers believe 1s particularly appropriate .

with regard to broad-aim programs.

@

1glen G. Cain and Robinson G. Hollister, "The Methodology
of Evaluating Social Action Programs,' in Rossi and Williams,
op.cit., pp. 110 137.

°Michael Scriven, "The Methodology of Evaluation," Weiss,
Evaluation Action Programs, p.127.

3Robert E. Stake, "The Countenance of Educational
Evaluation,” in Weiss, Evaluating Action Programs, p. 35.

uLouis A. Ferman, '"Some Perspectives on Evaluating Social
Action Programs, The Annals of the American lcademy,CCCLxxxv
(September 19695 P 153.

SRobert S. Weiss and Martin Rein, "The Evaluation of
Broad-Aim Programs Difficulties in E*Rerimental Design and
An Alternative," in Weiss, Evaluating Action Programs, pp. 236 249,
»
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Finally, Tripodi, Fellin and Epstein in their definition
of evaluation, attempt to incorporate all three aspects;
information gathering, judgment and policy.1 According to

- them:
Evaluation 1is the systematic accumulation of
facts for providing information about the achieve-
ment of program requisites and goals relative to
effects, effectiveness and efficiency within any .

) stage of program development. The facts of
evaluation may be obtained through a variety of
relatively systematic techniques, and they are
incorporated into some designated system of_values
for making decisions about social programs.2

In summary, although there may be variations in emphasis,
evaluation research 1s defined as systematic fact-finding in
order to assess the effort, efficacy, adequacy, process and
efficiency of a program or'systenxof intervention in order
to determine its work or social utility, élther alone or
compared ﬁith alternative approaches. It includes concern
with input, outcome and impact. Along with values and
political feasibility, it is an essential 1ngr%91ent of soc(ﬁl
poliﬁl, as well as bei‘g one way for Jjudging the effgctivéness
of such policy. Ideally, it is an integral part of the

) planning proceés, both following program implementation  as
% well as providing the basis for further planning, poiicy change

and program refinement.3

A 1‘I‘ony Tripodi, Phillip Fellin and Irwin Epstein, Social
\ / Program Evaluation: Guidelines for Health, Education and Welfare
J Administrators (Itasca, I1l1.: F. E., Peacock pPublishers, 1371).

°1bid., p. 12

3Alfred J. Kahn, Theory and Practice of Social Planning

Q. (New York: Russell Sage, 19333; pp. 323-373, stresses this
ERIC  approach to evaluation, | "
R . 00037




The Method of Choice: The Controlled Experiment; the Problems
ementing This Deslg '

Most reéearchers, in particular, Cain and Hollister,
Freeman and Sherwood, Greenberg, Rivlin, Rossi and Williams,
and Suchman would designate the coﬁtrolled experiment, pre-
ferably classical Fisherian experiments (or at least quasi-
experiments with impure control groups) as the method of
choice for evaluation‘research.l

Rivlin, in her discussion of the need for evaluating

"the effectiveness of social programs, emphasizes the need for

"systematic social experimentation" rather than what she would
term the "random innovation" pattern by which child advocacy
programs have‘developed.2 | |
Regardless of their -preference for rigorous design,
without exception, all concur on thelproblemglof implementing

such studies, As is true in many er areas of endeavor, the

theory meets obstacles when applied to real 1life situations.3 //
, | % .

1lin addition to the _previously 1listed references,: see
Rossi, "Testing For Success and Failure in Social Action," in
Rossi, Evaluating Social ProErams, pp. 46-47 for his 1ist of |
five distinct levels the . eﬁprchy of evaluation research
design. . ~

" 2Rivlin, op.cit. Cain and Hollister refer to this as
intentional experImentation."” They also discuss "serial’
experimentat;on' - attempts at implementing alternative concepts
simultaneously to learn not only that a particular concept failed
but why it failed. See Cain and Hollister, op. cit., pp. 132-35.

3For a description of some of the obstacles to employing
experimental designs in social action programs see Weiss,
Evaluating Action Programs, pp. 7-11, 329-330; Amidon and Brinm,
op. cit.; Russell Sage, . cit.; Rossi and Williams op. cit.,
PP. -23; Weliss and Rein, In Weiss, op. cit.; Peter’Marr1s and
Martin Rein, Dilemmas of Social Reform: roverty and Communit

Action in the United States (New York: Atherton Press, 1
esearch, provides a general critique of research

Qo pter vill,
ERIC efforts in the anti-poverty programs. o
== 00038
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First, all agree that the principal obstacle is thét
goals of social action programs are generally broad, diffuse,
and multiple rather than specific, clear and limited. As Cain
and Hollister state, the need to specify obJectives is a
principal tenet of evalgation regearch, but agreement in

principle has not facilitated its 1mplementation.1

Rossi
1nd1cate5vthat those programs designed to effeét institutional
change ha§e_§yb'most difficulty in delineating specific goals,
and find it almost iﬁpossible to employ experimental designs.?
Such programs héve no clear and simple criteria of success

and- benefit; without these, measures of effectiveness, or out-
come measures, are impossible to determine, let alone quantify.
Since this is overwhelmingly characteristic of child advocacy
programs, it immediatel; precludes the establishment of an

" experimental design. Unless the researcher enters into the

program at its inception and.formulates goals, a situation

3 L

which is recommended by some

but rejected by numerous others’,

/

such specificity is highly unlikely at the present time. Further-

more, since the programs addressed by this study have already
been initiated, such an approach is not feasible even if it

were desirable.

lcain and Hollisfer in Rossi and Willi s Oop.cit.,p.112.
2Ross1 and Hilliams, op. citT Pp. 17-18.

3Freeman and Sherwood, op.cit..

4Por example, Weiss and Rein, 02.'c1t.
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o
Second, when.innovative social action programs were

small-scale and circumscribed, evaluations were more .easlily
designed. As programming became more national in Bcoée, in
particular, during the 1960s, the difficulties arosé. As
Welss points out, "Programs may actuall& be no‘i:re
standardized in form, content, and structuré t they ever
were,.but they are funded ffom a common pot and bear common
name."l (For example, Community Action Progfams, Headstart,
Model Cities, legal services, neiéhborhood service cendbrs.)
For the most part, this too is true for community-based child
advocacy programs, but it 1s further complicated bg{ the fact
\

under the same label but with disparate theoretical frameworks, )

: \ .
goals, guidelines. ‘ ' 'y

.
e

_ @
that they are funded by several different agencies within HEW, ng\
'

Third, evaluation involves people and programs in
action. Randomization and the establishment of control‘éroag
are almost impossible in such situations. Furthe;moreu experi-
mental, ér even quasi-experimental designs imply a stabllized
treatment or program. When deafing with a phenomenon such as
child advocacy, wpgre there haé been no agreement as to
concept, practice or goals, and where-programg h#ve only
recently been established and are still in flux, volatility
and fluidity are far more characteristic than stability.A

Community aé¢tion programs of which community-based child

1Weiss, Evaluating Action Programs, p. 3?8.
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advecéEy programs represent one form@ are rarely simple

entities.. Welss comments that such diffuse programs include
r
a conglomeration of shifting activities that require enormous

efforts- to specify and describe.1 Caro concurs, stating:

In these settings the evaluator must look
for résearch stratégles that are realistic and, -

at the same time, yield a maximum of useful in-
formation. Particdlarly in the case of completely
innovative programs where e®aluation results are
needed at an early stage, informal research ‘ .
approaches usually associated with exploratory

research may be most appropriate. Observational
techniques and informal interviewing may provide

more useful rapid feedback than can formal
experimentation.

v

Marris and Rein, among the eerliest observers of social
action.programs, stressed the inherent conflict between an ’ N
_ N : | ] ' ' |
action program and rigorous research. Quoting from.a report

L,
on evaluation of a youth training proje€cti they note how

1mppssible it is to be "inventive, flexible and expedient on 2

]
the one hand and at the same time to do careful, scientific,

controlled research on the other."3

In addition, traditional.evaluation reseapcﬁ‘assumes
that the program is completed; something that is rarely
characteristie_of social action programs generally and
certainly is not applicable to recently established child

advocacy projects.

1Weiss, EvaluatingAAction Programs, p. 9 See also
Brooks, op. cit.

2Caro, ,Evaluation Research," in Caro, og.cit., p. 26.

3Marris and-Rein, og. cit., p. 198. FRein, in the article
written with Robert Weiss e strongest critic of this
approach and suggests an alternative which seems far more

appropriate. . oG M 1
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Fourth, practitioners are often antagonistic‘to
evaluations, seeinérthem as a pofential threat. (A frequent
‘comment of project directors is, after all, "how often are

“there positive résults from.evaluation stugiea?ﬂ). Project
/ staff may be preoccupied with survival issues ;specially in
the early months of operation, and evaluqtion of program out-
comes seems unrelated to their immediate concern with continued
existence. Even where staff are prepared to cooperate, they
frequently do not its relevance to their work. Short
fange feedback to ::5r6ve programming is rarely provided by
evaluators. Field experience reveals the frustrations of
practigioners regarding'elaborate.studies which do not 1nciude
;eferenpe to the daily probléﬁs of program operation. .Even ~
completqp studies of relévant p}ojgcts are often ungvailable
to practitioners and certainly not in a form which they can
réadily employ. It 1s generally agreed that evaluation'
research is designed for utility, but such utility should be-
for both the brodect administrators as weil as the decision-
. makers. Decisions regarding over-all program worth are
crucial, though difficult to achieve; interim decisiohs re-

garding program improvemépt’may be equally important.l

1see Guba and Scriven vs. Rossi and Campbell in Weiés,
Evaluating,Acpion Programs, for contrasting positions on this

M
issue. P -2

9
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Other Problems of Current Evaluation Research o

Among the other criticisms of current research is the \
failure to study the process by which programs become opera-

1 In

tional, and how they interact with their environment.
a recent report on the Parent Child Centers, Work comments

on the lack of research focused both on process and organi-

zation of these and similar programs.2 As ptlot programs,

they may be duplicated if their éffectiveness is determined.
He comments that "a greater understanding of how they have
been organized, what should be done to improve thEm,ﬁgnd how
the process of staff relations, staff-parent relations, staff-
community relations, etc. can be carried out is essehtial."3
In tne course of visiting several of these centers and inter- ’ 1
viewing program directors and staff, Work made it a point to ‘

ask how they would advise people in a nearby neighborhood if

he could obtain no response and concluded therefore that
intensive study of this developmental process is essential

if any form of technical assistance is to be provided for new
program development. Related.to this he suggests study of

the structural variables of these programs: staffing patterns

lyetss and Rein, op. cit.

2Henry H. Work "Parent- Child Centers: A Working Re-
appraisal American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, XLII, 4

(July 1972) 582-505,
3Ibid., p. 590.

¢

they wished to set up a Parent Child Center. He claims that
|
|
|
|
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)

and their relationship to effectiveness; the role of the Policy
Advisory Council (every Parent-Child Center has one but its
function 1is never clearly described and its real role varies
and often 1s diffuse). ﬁe suggests~further study of tﬁe role
of participant’groups_in planning and the presence of such
groups as a’criterion variable.l
Regardless of whether evaluators favor the most rigorous
form of controlled experiﬁent or a softer design, all recognize
that timing of evaluation-studies is crucia.l.2 Cain and
Hollister comment on.the pressure for evaluating innovative
action programs almost at their inception. They indicate
how unrealistic this is since it takes time for any program
to become operational. They suggest that a "fair'" evalﬁaticn
of a program can only be undertaken about two years after
inception. Only then can one begin to anticipate sufficient
stability for evaluation purpose,s.3
Weiss also cautions evaluators and people who fund

them, to avoidkpremature evaluation: |

New programs may fumble around searching for a

rationale, a strategy of action, and procedures

of operation for-quite a while, before they settle

on course. Because of initial confusion,
evaluation from the onset is sometimes premature.

1Work criticizes the National Evaluation Study of
Parent-Child Centers, completed in 1971 by Kirschner

" Associates, saying that "a major area of evaluation that

is seemingly missing 18 a comparisén of the various centers
as to.their function, organizations and process."”" p. 591.

23ee Caro, "Evaluation Research," in Caro, op. cit.,
P. 23; Freeman and Sherwood, op. cit.; Hyman and Wrgiﬁt

op. cit.

3cain and Hollister, op. cit., p. 13j.
AR
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In these cases it may be better to wait until it
is clear what the program is.

Shmelzer stresses that the problems of a new program are
difficult to anticipate, and thus imply the need for an
1dent1f1ab1e and accepted start-up périod.» As she says,
Many projects learn that the time required for
implementing the demonstration has been under-
estimated. Delays in recruiting and orienting
staff, locating adequate facilities, and resolving
initial operational problems affect program
development. 2
Considering the problems of evaluating programs with
multiple goals, several researchers su::jst eyaluating

particular elements or components ratb thén the total

program. Welss suggests that evaluatdérs focus on one premise,
one facet, one component, of one‘fﬁgory relative fo a brogram.3
Such an approach when applied to a range of programs can pro-
duce data of interest that would be useful for future program
devélopmng. (This approach is particularly apﬁlicable to

this study which plans to focus on evgluating the_most |
distinctive aspect of child advocacy programs, not their
'direct services, but rather their efforts at intervention on

behalf of children into those :Z}vices or secondary -insti-

tutions that impinge on their lives.)"

1Weiss, Evaluating Action Programs, Footnote 2; p. 9.

2June L. Shmelzer, ed., Learning in Action (Washington,

D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1969), P. 2.

A

3Weiss, "Utilization of Evaluation," in Weiss,
Evaluating Action Programs, p. 328.
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Weiss and Rein also point out that the form assumed

by broad-aim programs generally differs from community to
community because of differences in the needs and tolerances
of the communities;1 ‘Although thie statement implies the
impossibility of standardizing treatment, and thus represents °
an argument against more rigorous studies, 1t also highlights
the need to delineate bases for comparison through comparative
study. l

N Wholey, as mentioned earlier, recommends the elimi-
nation of single proJect evaluations in favor of multi-proJect
studies.2 Weiss says that if one purpose of evaiuation
research is to compare the relative effectiveness of different
program strategies,“CGmparative studies are essential.
Furthermore, although planned Variations in program develop-
ment are preferable,

&

comparative study, even without consénsus and’
orderly variations, can have great power. * If '

the evaluator is clever he can capitalize on’
variations that occur naturally. Many govern- -
ment programs...are not so much unitary programs

as a congeries of diverse efforts addressed to

the same problem. Within the program there are
different emphases and different content and
procedures.3

The evaluator may be able to categorize these @ifferent

activities along a number of significant dimensions, relating

- lWeiss and Rein, op. cit., p. 239.

2Wholey, op. cit.
3Ca.rol H. Weiss, Evaluation Research, p. 81.

o 60016
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program types to criteria.

Amidon and Brim note that anather problem with evsiu-
ation resezrch at present is that often academicians under-
taking such study "do research consistént with their theo-
retical and scholarly interests but not remotely evaluative
of progran‘goals. 2 Furthermore, they are then limited in
their ability to carry out extensive field smudies, because
of insufficient familiarity with the field. 2

Ferman comments that good evaluation reQuires that

4

the researchers have
Y 1

...extensive mastery of the options for action that

are available in a given substantive area, and must

be able to reduce these options by the use of

appropriate criteria. Many social scientists, 2

although versed in research techniques, frequently

lack the facility to make such Judgments.

Caro, too, stresses that personal familiarity with actipn
settings enhances the evaluatqr's erfeetiveness in working
' wfth practitioners.

Finally, evaluation of social-action programs has a
particular proclivity for getting caught up in political
conflicts. Methodology and design Have become the ground on

which political differences are exposed and resolved.u with

i

IWeiss, "The Politicization of Evaluation Research " \
in Weiss, Evaluating Action Programs, p. 333.

2Amidon and Brim, op. cit. o "

3Fel:ma.n, O o Cit., p. 153. ' .“-, 1

op. clb . N

hor an 1llustration of this, see Walter Williams and \

John W. Evans, "The Politics of Evaluation: The Case of Head 1
Start," in Rossi ‘and Williams, op. cit., pp. 249-264.

- QeC4aY . '
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80 mﬁch at stake in both program and evaluation, it is no
wonder that the results of research assume such importance.
Yet conslidering the competitivenesds for resources the demand

2

for information about effectiveness continues unabated.

”

The Need for Differential Evaluation

Considering the haphazard development of child advoéacy ~
projects nationally, the lack of anyvcbnsistent theoretical
framework, the absence of clear or consistent goals, and the
paucity of knowledge regarding processes or other ériterion
variables, the obstacles to evaluating such programs are

 almost overwhelming, yet the néed is equally great. The
problem £§ magnified by the fact that the projects were
never designed as systematic experiments, but rather as

A\random innovations. Thus the major problem for evaluating
these projects arises out of the need for employing a
methodology valid under these kinds of circumstances.

Although preference for experimental design for

- evaluation 1s overwhelming, and‘it is unquestionably con-
sldered the 1dea#’design, the limitation and difficulties dis-
cu;sed earlier make such an approach clearly inapplicable to

\;child advocacy projects. Most researchers recognize the heed '

i
for supporting the kind of innovative programming these projects

QQ@@S
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rep?psent; at the same time, they recognize the difficulties
suc& projects present for evaluation., There are several
disCéSsions in the literature regérding the need for
differential approaches to evaluation, even among the '
staunchest supporters of controlled experiments. Rivlin,
urging more systematic experimentation in social programming
states:
this 1s not an argument for less random innovation.

Indeed, we need more of it. If we are to understand
the healing process, there is no substitute for

\\\ support of creative people who are permitted to
¥, follow where their interests lead them. Moreover,
. \ggzzin the applied stage, the initial development

new methods and models cannot usefully be .
\tematized. Someone with a new idea about

teachlng or health service has to work it out on
his ow in one place, modifying it and making it
operatiomgl as he goes -along.

Tpe issue, thereg‘ ; becomes how to evaluate the results of

random experimentapioﬁ; der to proceed to more systematic
experimentation. )

Suchman, in his discussion of demopstration projects,
argues that the state of knowledge regarZ%&g these goals and '
means for achieving thesg goals, reqdires a, different design.

He proposes that the research design be dir%ftly related to

e

7..4

the different ﬁhases and needs in the life-c ycle of a program.
: >
Classifying programs as "pilot", "model" énd’ 'prototype”, he

indicates that the variations are. time-relatasi, with the

1Rivlin, op. cit., p. 90. Cain and HoRZlister stress
the need for "intentIonal experiments" (like Rivlin's systematic .
experimentation) and like her criticize previgus emphasis on
natural and serial experimentation while reCOJszing 1ts in-
evitability. 2
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pilot_program coming first. He 6escr1bes the pilot program

as representing "a trial and error period during which new

approdches can be tried out on a rather flexible and easlly
 ~ revisable basis."l  The emphasis in these programs should

be on variation,:

Variation in the way the program is organized, in
how and by whom 1t 1s carried out, where it is
located, whom it reaches, etc. Flexibility,
innovation, re-direction, reorganization are all
desirable...Obviously, the pllot project requires
"quick and easy" evaluation with primary emphasis
upon the 'feedback" of results for program changes.
This does not mean that success or failure are not '
to be Judged, but that the basis for such judgments
need not depend upon rigorous experimental designs.
This pilot stage 1s one of exploratory research and
the main objJective 1s to learn enough to be able to
move ahead to the development of a program whish can
then be evaluated in a more systematic manner,

Suchman suggests that sur&éys or case studies are the most
appropriate design for this phase., The early developmental
phase of all the projects included in this study, the specific
inclusion of sgveral demonstration projects and the analogous
. situation of several others (early efforts at innovation in
programming, the limit;a knowledge regarding goals and

processes) highlight the relevance of Suchman's approach.

, lsuchman, "Action for What?" in Weiss, Evaluating
Action Programs, p. 60. .

2Ibid., pp. 60-61.
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McDill suggests that where existing research does not
show what works and what - does not work, evaluation research
needs to learn from innovative projecta that appear to.have
been successful.1 The authors recommend that locally-based
projects be funded and staffed with project directors "who
might be long on ideas and experiehce'but short on methods
for Jjustifying the 1deas."? They argue that there is a high
level of risk involved in such programming, but assume that
through this "trial and error" approach to experimentation,
successful projects could be identified and then subjected
to more rigorous study. Along these lines they recommend
a triple approach to project development: 1) & small group
of experimental projects, rigorously studied; 2) a small
group of high risk projects, inifially free of rigorous
evaluation; and 3) a large majority of projects somewhere
in the middle, whose evaluation would vary depéndtng on thé
nature of the project; such an approach would include}field
studies, ex post facto design, longitudinal studies.3

Rossi points out that while controlled experiments
are the most powerful devices available for evaluation

research, they are often difficuit to implemqpt in the context

lEdward L. McP11l, Mary S. McDill and J. Timothy Sprehe,
"Evaluation in Practice: Compensatory Education," in Rossi
and Williams, op. cit., pp. 141-185.

2Ibid., p. 181. \

3A1th6ugh McDill, et al address the need for a variety
of approaches to compensatory education, their approach has
relevance for social action programs generally. See chart
on page 181. .

)
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of action programs, for the reasons mentioned earlier, He
states that such an approach is more feasible for specifiq
aim programs because |

the more.fpecifié the goal of the program, the

more consensus there will be among decision

makers, researchers, and program administrators,

in the measures that can be taken as signs of

the failure or success of the program.l

Thus rigorous evaluation of OEO family planning

programs can be implemented because the reduction of births
in- the target population is a clear, specific agreed upon
and mgasurable outcome, He comments further that where
bréad-aim programs are concerned (e.g., anti-poverty,
Headstart, child advocacy) program 'monitoring" becomes
the "first step in a graded series of vested researches."2
Once the more effective programs have been 1dentified,
more rigorous techniques can be employed. He concludes

by saying that "at this point it seems utopian to expect

that we will ever havJ experimental designs measuring the

_impact of Title I programs or Model Citlies."> He delineates

two phases in the development of a useful .strategy for

.6valuation research. First a "reconnalssance phase" -

a rough screening process in which a soft research design -
identifies specific projects and/or types of programs

worth further ;pvestigation, and

lRossi, Rossi and Williams, op. cit., p.44,
°Ibid., p. Lb.
31b1d., p. b,
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second, an "expefimentai phase" in which powerful controlled
experiments are used to evaluate the éffectiveness of those
programs already demonstréted as worthwhi;e.l
) Both Suchman's concept of relating}the research design
to the phases in the-life cycle of a gr6ject, and Rossi's
dual strategy of.evaluation - with "soft" approéches.employ-
ed when evaluating broad-aim programs - have particular
relevance for this study. However, further delineation of
the methodology to be employed follows from the stance taken

" by Weiss and Rein. Recognizing the Gbility ofiexperimental *
design for specific aim programs, they are strongly criticai
of the approach when applied to broad aim programs. They

argue that the multiple objectives, strategiles and evolvihg'

nature of such programs require a process-orientgd, quali-
tative and hisﬁbfical approach to evaluation.

They focus on the need to understand- the process of
developmenf, adaptation adg effect. Instead of empgasiiing
whethef‘g; not a program works, they stress the need to
discuss what happens when such a prpgram-is introduced.

They outline a more effective methodoibgy as follows:

lpeter H. Rossi, ."Practice, Method, and Theory in
Evaluating Social Action Programs,” On Fighting Poverty,
ed. by James L. Sundquist (New York: Basic EEoEs, I§6§§,
p~ 232. . , .
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First, a more effective methodology would be much
more descriptive and inductive. It would be con-
cerned with describing the unfolding form of the
experimental intervention, the reactions of
individuals and institutions subjected to its
impact, and the consequences, so far as they can

be learned by interview and observation’, for these *
individuals and institutions. It would lean toward
the use of field methodology, emphasizing interview
and observation, though it would not be restricted
to this. But it would be much more concerned with
learning than with measuring. .

They characterize this methodology for evaluating
broad-aim programs as S '

i

a process oriented qualitative research as
b historical research, or a
c case study -or comparative research?

Although Weiss and Rein recommend either an individual
case study or a small-scale comparative study, a:variation
on this approach, combining a process orientation and Roasi'e
concept of "monitoring" - but stressing comparative study -

implemented by OEO.BL

N\

lWeiss and Rein in Cato, op. cit., p. 295.

has already been

2Weiss and Rein in Weiss, Evaluating Action Programs,
p. 243. One current evaluation employing the approach Is
Kaplan, Gans and Kahn's study of service integration projects.
This study is still in process. It was hoped that some
intermediate reports would be available for analysis as to
its relevance for this study, however, no reports were forth-
coming thus far.

3Employing field interviews, observations, etc., this
study, directed by Vanecko, compares 50 community action
programs classifying them into those which emphasized citizen
organization (organizing and mobilizing the poor) and those
which emphasized the coordination of existing agencies and
services. Vanecko concluded that the former produced more
in the .way of increased services for 'clients than the latter.
J. J. Vanecko, "Community Mobilization and Institutional
Change," Social Science Quarterly, L, 3 (1969).
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© Rossi, Welss and Rein relate the need for differential
approaches for evaluation to the type of program as’ deter- %
mined by the nature of the program goals (specified aim vs. ‘
‘broad-aim programs) ‘Suchman relates his mdtBod to thiﬁ, » ” '

as well as to the stage in tﬁe life cycle of a program. How-

ever, he implies that programs areidiscrete entities, repre-
| senting each “phase in the cycle (ee8es pilot moqﬁl or proto-
’ " type program). Alkin, Freeman and Sherwood focus on the

planning process which leads to making programs operationalr

For example, Alkin identifies five types of evaluations

related toiattempts at providing information for different

L . kinds or levels of decision making.l o : i
. l) systems assessment (this involves a kind of
coe exploration phase and delineation of the tasks
o ‘. to be addressed, problem to be solved, goals

to be achieved) . s

) . 2) program planning (consisting ofinformation ',
! gathering relevant to the selection of - alternative
. : programs or strategles) ﬁ o
3) program implementation (this consists of provid—
ing information relative to the extent to which a
program is doing what it proposed to do (and/or
says it 1is doing) to ;he group for which it was
intended- )

|
|
|
"7 U W) . program improvement (the feedback of information
T to the program to correct errors or. effect some ‘
. change d4n:it)

5) - program certification (providing information that .
.. might be used by decision-makers in making Judgments
-about the worth of a program, and its potential
generalizabjlity .to other\related situations) - Ry

1plthough Alkin is concerned with education, his
approach is equally’ applicable to other types of action
programs. Alkin, An Weiss, EvaluatinggAction Programs, p. 109.

®
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Although Ffeeman and Sherwood are among the most ardent

supporters of rigbrous experimental research, their deline-

“ation of the different tasks faced by prégram implies the

”,need for differential evaluation related to these tasks.

,They sub-divide the work of @ project into planning, develop-

ment, and exeégtipn, with evaluation occurring only at the
end. a?hey acknowiedgeAthat_separation of these tasks is
somewhat arbitrary and artificial and that there is a level
of 1ﬁterdepepdence between and among them yet state that

nt have not been thoroughly undertaken.' nl They

evaluation "cannot take place whén planning and program
deveZ&;;L

delineate the tasks to include: -

1) Planning (setting goals, assessing existing
conditions, developing strategy).

2) Program development and implementation
(selecting target population or targets,
target area, and designating a program
model).

o

'3) Evaluation. o .
Implicit in the above is that if evaluation is to occur after
the appropriate t?skg'are completed, some ordering and éiming
of these tasks are essential; assumptions regdrd;ng the’com-
pletion ?f these tasgs should be based on collected infor-
mation;”evaluation that‘isiperfqrﬁgg at the planniqg stage
would have to involve different criteria (and methodology?) |
than evaluation after the program implementation 1is completed.2

= . Q
lpreeman and Sherwood, op. cit., p. 83.

erido, ppo 3-1‘50
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Wholey delineates four types of evaIuation:l

1) program impact (assessment of the over-all
effectiveness of a national program in achiev-
ing its objective, or of a small group of
programs, in meeting their common obJectives),

2) program strateg¥ (assessment of the relative
effectIveness of different techniques used in
a national program);

) 3) project evaluation (assessment of the effective-
- ness of an individual project in achieving its

stated objectives);

L) project rating (assessment of the relative
effectiveness of different local projects in
achieving program objectives);

5) monitoring (as distinct from evaluation, assessés
the manageridl and operational efficiency of
programs and focuses on inputs rather than outcomes).

Wholey urges that the federal government no longer
commit itself to evaluating individual projects, but rather
concentrate on national programs with multiple projects, or
at least a group of projects. .He urges ‘the collection and
analysis of data on comparable programs and suggests that if
local evaluations are reQuired of local proJects; the govern-
ment provide funds and technical assistance to implement such
studies. s |

Glennan describes three types of evaluation regearch,

as defined in the OEO instruction manual:®

¥

lwnholey, et al, op. cit., pp. 25-27.

2
Thomas K. Glennan, Jr.,"Evaluating Féderal Manpower
Programs: Notes and’ Observa;ions", Rossi and w1111ams, op.cit.
pp. 187-220.
00@0
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«Iype 1: ,

The over-all assessment cof the impact and effective-
ness of a national program, in order to determine the
gllocation of resources and implement planning. For
the most part these should be cost/benefit studies,
done by the federal governmernt.

e II: ‘ .

aluation done for immediate feedback; it relates
to the identification of differentially effective

Program strdtegtes,s

Type III: i .
- Monitoring .

Although Glennan does not use the terminology
"summative” and "formative" evaluations, his description of
Types I and II closely resemble these categories, as they
are defined by McDill: |

Summative (assessing the impact of the program at
the global level); formative (focusing on local
efforts to isolate effective strategies which could
be used to improve national efforts); and monitoring
(periodic "custodial" assessments of local programs
to determine that minimum federal guidelines were
being followed .1
Relevant to this distinction between summative and formative

5

evaluation, both Glennan and McDill criticize the Westing- ‘\\5
house Headstart Evaluation for focusing solely on the global it
impact of the program at the national level rather than on

the differential effectiveness of local centers. The

importance of formative‘evaluat;on studies is also discussed.

by Stake, who relates this to studying the early devélopmental

stége of project development, and stresses the importance of

this for planners and programmers.

1NeD111, Rossi and Williams, op. cit., p. 164, Footnote.
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Scriven, who appears to have been the first to note

»

this dlstinction between formative and summative evaluation

states that evaluating stable and fully operational programs

is very different from evaluating newly established programs

that are still in flux.l He suggests that formative evaiu-

ation is designed for the latter group to help them imﬁfove

and aid development, while summative evaluation is designed

to appraise a well-established program. He concludes that

different research designs, measures and time schedules are

required for each type.

Finally, another approach to differential evaluation,

that of Tripodi, Fellin and Epstein, is particularly relevant

to this study.

2 The authors identify three stages of program

development:

1)

K]

Program initiation, the first phase of program

development, refers to the whole planning
process and consists of determining the need
for the program,- specifying goals, processes,
structure and strategies; identifying targets;
obtaining funds; hiring staff.

Program contact involves the development of W

constituencles and target populations and/or
organizations; identifying aids or obstacles
to the implementation of a program.

Program implementation is the fina}lstage of
program development and implies that the
program is fully operational. In this stage,
services are provided and interventions or
change technology applied. It is only at
this stage that program outcomes can be
identified and measured.

#

1Scriven in Weiss, op, cit. /

27ripodi, Fell:!.:l\and Epstein, op. cit., \Sha.pter II,
"Program Development", pp. 25-40. ‘

”
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Basic to their approach to evaluation 1s a strategy

of differential evaluation which they define as:

a process of%asking different evaduation queétions

of program efforts, effectiveness and efficiency

for each program stage of development, and then

. choosing those evaluation techniques which are '

most appropriate to the evaluation objectives.
Their recognition of developmen&rl stages in the life cycle
of social action programs, and the explicit design of
differential criteria for each of\thesé phases, seems
particularly relevant for this study.

- ’ 1

ORQKNIZATIONAE THEORY AS IT RELATES TO PROGRAM
DEVELO _ AND C

The cage for a diffe‘%nﬁial approach to evaluation has
been argued; the issue now 1is how to delineate the stages by
which a project develops, in Brder to seek out and 1dént1f§‘m
evaluative criteria for each stage. Considering the fact
that child advocacy projécts appear to be addressing & newl}
defined neéd; that of intervention in 1nst1tupions impinginé

?
on children's 1ives, they tend to be new and gt least in part,

innovative. Systemat;c k?odaeégé aboué héw they are initiated,
develop and become operational does not yet exist. Thus,(;he
process must be first studied empirically, relevant data
collected and analyzed, before any developmentalrsthges are
positively identified. |

However, while they employ differéat vdcabularéps and

degress of\refinement, there are several stuJ;es of organi-

lbid., p. 12.
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zationalkdevelopment and chaﬁge that offer possible frame-
works for vyéwing this process and some guidelines for con-
ceptualiziq& it. Although in practice there may be some‘
1nterconnect£§n‘and overlap, these stages tend to be defined
as discrete, in order to provide analytic catégories within

which one can‘épproach a study of the developmental process.

-

s T™wo such conceptualizations seem particularly useful
for the purpose of this study. The first, that of Lawrence

and Lorsqh,-suggest'five stages of organizational develop-

ment:1

1) D1a§gosis, involves 1identification and
analysls of the problem or need and includes
‘organizational, environmental and related
factors;

2) Desipgn includes the establishment of an
organlzational structure and de neating
objectives; .

3) Action-Planning involves the development of
alternative strategies and change methods for
achieving the desired objectives as well as
Planning the sequence and timing of action
steps; s

4) 1Implementation is the phase in which the
action plan 1s translated into action;

5) Evaluation is both the last step in the
organizational development sequence and the
first phase of a new cycle. It consists,
again, of comparing planned goals with actual
results and diagnosing the variance of its
causes,

*

|
Hage and Aiken identify four phases in program develop- .

ment: Evaluation, Initiation, Implementation and Routinization.2

Pz~

lpaul R. Lawrence and .Jay W. Lorsch, Developing Organi-
zations: Diawnosis and Action (Reading, Mass.: Addison-Wesley
Publishing Co., 1963), p. 21.

2

Jerold Hage and Michael Aiken; Social Change in

Complex Organizations (New York: Random House, 1970), pp. 92-

06061
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They employ the term "evaluation" to describe the process by

\ ~ which a situatian, prqblem or need 1s studied, diagnosed

\ -and assessed. In effect, what is the need.for change? What

\ - are the objJectives? (Lawrence and Lorsch actually do the
same when they employ evaluation as the final phase in the

. developmental cycle; }t is also the first phase of a possible

new cycle, for examble, initiating a new program if a new

need or problem arises),

The second s;age, initiation, involves designing the
new program. It includes a search for solutions to the
pr&blem or need identified, the preferred choice among al-
ternative solutions, and the search for resources, both
financial and human to pay for the proposed plan.

The third stage, 1ﬁplementation, involves the actual
attempt to start a new activity. Here, the change plan that
has been designed and developed in stage two, is put into
action; the program becomes operational.

Findlly, the fourth stage is that of routinization,
and involves the stabilization of the program. This implies
achievement of objectives, and fhe complete integration and
1nst1tutionaliﬁation of the 'rogram.

They noté-that although these stages do overlap,
successful complétion of each 1s dependent on the success of

the previous one; énd that all except the final stage involve

conflict.
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OTHER RELEVANT LITERATURE

Kahn's theory of social planning provides anpt_?
conceptual framework within which one can analyze the

o)
L

2]
2
v
)
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by which projects develop.1 His concept of planning be

N

with the 1@ent1f1cation of planning instigators, the expiora-

tion of "the relevant aspects of social reality and the

the planning task. This is analo%gﬁg}tb the diagnostic stay
described by Lawrence and Lorsch,kbr fhe evaluation stage oii:
& ~ ‘Hag@ and Alken. In essence, it includef sompe reeoghftion oﬂ |
problem or need, an assessment of relevant values and envirJ%—
ment®l factors, and a delineation of objectives. Policy
f?orﬁhlation‘is defined by him as "the general guide to action,
the cluster Sf over-all decisions relevant to the achievement
of the goal, the guiding p;inciples..."3 The action planning
or initiation phases described earlier include policy formu-
lation as an essential component, although they overlap with
Kahn's programming phase. However, since in Kahn's paradignm,

the stages of planning are interconnected, interdependent and

A

_ lAlfred J. Kahn, Theory and Practice of Social Planning
(New York: Russell Sage, 1969).

°Ibid., p. 61.
31bid., p. 131.
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B | , ’
overlapping, this is inevitable. Again, evaluation described
as'anhon-going part of the planning process, also implies a
potential for each phase being evaluated, albeit by different
criteria. Thus, that stage of program,developmeqﬁ_in which
tasks are defined (and goals and objectives deline#fed) could
be evaluated along different criteria than the stage in which
policy is formulated and alternative approaches to programming
considered. |

As discussed earlier,” relevant discussions of the
inadequacies of evaluation research indicate the need for
studies of the processes of proJéct growth and development
and the need for comparative studies. Sarason points out
that all existing studies of organizational growth and develop-

ment deal with mature organizations.l

He points out that in
a major work on organizational theory and organizational
development,2 no article deals with new, emerging organi-
zations. There are no studies éf the problems of immature -
young og new organizationg og‘?rojects.‘ He stfésses the need
for empirical studies describing how such organizations .are
created and how they develop.

In his discussion of organizational development and

growth, Starbuck criticizes existing research for substituting

1Seymour B. Sarason, The Creation of Settings and the
Future Societies (San Francisco: Jbsseyfﬁihs, Inc., .

' 2James G. March, Handbook of Organizations (Chicago:
Rand McNally, 1965).
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theorizing for'data collection and preséﬁting‘data with%?t
adequate analysis.l ﬁe states thaﬁ:

At this point what is needed more than anything

else is data - data on goals, data on behavior
-~ strategies, data on structural variables, data

on nearly every gspect of organizational growth -

and develdpment.
The collection of such data is essentiaf‘in order to provide
a basis fof Qorking towards any development of "theory and can
only evolve from case studies of individual organiiaﬁions as
well as comparative studies of multiple organ;zations.3

Udy as well as Starbuck urges such comparative studies,
suggesting that only through comparative.analysis can any
attempt be made to'establish general principles about organi-
zations.u He suggests that many different approaches can be
employed since some researchers compare two organizations
while otﬁers compare 200; some employ statistical techniques
while others do not. He 4dentifies the central issue in such
a study as "What is the researcher trying to do? How is he
trying to do 1t?"
Where the "what" is discovering the interrelationship

between variables or constant characteristics of all organi-

lyillaim H. Starbuck, "Organizational Growth and
Development,” in March, op. cit., pp. 451-533,

2Ipid., p. 519.

0

3See also, Barney G. Glaser and Anselm L. Strauss, The
Discove of Grounded Theory: Strategies for Qualitative
Researcg (Chicago: Aldine %%BIISHIHS Co., 19067).
' hSamuel H. Udy, Jr., "The Comparative Analysis of"
Organizations", March, op. cit., pp. 678-707

00065
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zations (e.g., the pattern of development), the "how" is
more likely to be an exploration of data in order to make
some sense out of it rather than testing hypotheses.l He
concludes .
In summary one finds a rather wide variety of
procedures in common use in comparative organi-
zdtional analysis. This variety stems partly
from lack-of knowledge of the nature of expBoratory
research; current needs of the «fleld suggest an
emphasis on the development of such knowledge,
since exploration appears to be much more
pertinent to comparative organizational gtudies
at present than does hypothesis testing.

Other stud&es have relevance for certain policy issues
addregssed by the proposed study or confirm the nééd for
comparative studies and case s?udie@ of community programs.
Kahn's distinction between case and policy advoc&cy,3 and

y
Briar's between client and group advocacy are helpful in
clarifying the base from which intervention into or with
institutional networks on behalf of children proceeds. !
O'Donnell's study of neighborhood service centers offers
perspective on the nature of community-based multi-service

centers generally, and highlights an issue relevant to child

advocacy alsojwhether such projects can encompass both a

/
f

l1bid., p. 680.
zIbid., pp. 686-687.
3Kahn, Theory and Practice of Social Planning.

}
uBriar, op. cit.

-
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social ac%ion compénent ds well as a direct service one.1

Litwak's studies of organizational factors and social control

in the community relate to the issue of how, under what

conditions and around what issues community primary groups »

(of which community-based child advocacy projects are an

i1llustration) can intervene in bureaucratic organizations.2
Kramer's study of five community actien programs

illustrates the use of a comparative case study app;oach (the

approach that yill be utilized in this study) for describing,

analyzing and evaluating community prdgrams.3 In addition,

the pﬁfview of this study is not the total scope of community

action policy and program but rather what he defines as the

"most distinctive a@pect" of the community action program

Similarly, this study will focus on the(mgst distinctive

aspects of child advocacy projects, their advocacy activities.

- lEpdward J. 0'Donnell and Otto M. Reid, "The Multi-
Service Neighborhood Center: Preliminary Findings From a National
Survey'", Welfare. in Review, IX, 3 (May/June, 1971) 1-8;
0'Donnell and FMarilyn M. Sullivan, "Service Delivery and Social
Action Through the Neighborhood:Center: A Review of Research
Welfare in Review, VII, 9 (November/December 1969) 1- See
‘also, Grosser, Helping Youth: A Study of Six Comm Or ani-
zation Programs, {uasﬁingfon, D.C.: E S. Dept. o ea
Education and Welfare, 1968); Ralph Kramer, Partidipwtion of the

Poor: Comparative Community Case Studies in the Wax.-On Poverty,
{EngIewooa EI'TTS,‘N.J.:‘Prentice-Hall Inc., 1909).

2See, for example, Eugene Litwak, "An Approach to Linking
in 'Grass Roots' Community Organizations"in Fred M. Cox, et al, eds.

Strategies of Community Or anization (Itaska, Ill.:.F.E. Peacock,
?ubIIshing go., 1570).

3Kramer, op.cit.; Grosser, Helping,Youth.
L

Kramer, op. cit., p. 21. : b
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Finally, discussions of fleld investigations and case ,

studies, abound in the literature. Such an approach has been :

& . 4 )
defined as ‘ ,

the observation of people in situation, if by
'obgservation'! is meant any and all of the s
techniques by means of which social investigators
gather their data... such diverse methods as
interviewing, observation and the analysis of
documentary materials or other groups products
may be utilized.
Field studies may include studies of individual cases

or multiple casg¢s, or a community. They may be longitudinal

or comparative or a combination of both. They may involve ’

either sustained participation by the investigator, 'a short-

term, more transitory participation, or a combination of both.

Although the sustained approach is recommended for descriptive

or exploratory studies, this recommendation is based in part d

on the time needed to establish a Working relationship with &

the group or groups beling atudied.e' Where this study 1is

concerned, such a relationship has already been established.

W 4
£4

In addition, most of these projects have already’ been viﬁ%ted
‘ either by this investigator or an associate, at least onee

within the past year, in the course of the earlier study.‘ . ' -
" THUS the suggestion for sustained participation in the course

of this study seems less essential. Summarizing the need and ' =

aMLMmm&4npgn&ananmeﬁeﬁialdgimudlaa, Freeman and Sherwood conclude

b

o 2V LI ALt~

1y, Richard Scott, "Field Methods in the Study of
Organizations", in March, op. cit., p. 262; see also, George

A. McCall and J. L. Simmons, lgsues in Participatant Observation,
(Reading, Mass.: Addison-Wesley Publlshing Co., 1909).
2Scott, op. cit., pb. 267‘68 -
v .
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w

We do not have enough information about how the

various health, education and welfare organizations,

‘as well as persons in them actually operate. What
policy makers think professionals and specialists -,
dd is'often very different from what they actually .
do... Extensive and continual field investigations

o . . are required., This is an area of social policy

~ research that clearly is undeveloped.l

| Finally, reference to current evaluation'studies of '
existing child advocacy proJects and any internal evaludtions

of programs, will be referred to as relevant, in later chapters.

SNr

—~

e

" lpreeman and Sherwood, op. cit.

k4
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CHAPTER III
STUDY METHOD: THE FIRST PHASE

GENERAL SCOPE, APPROACH AND'PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The last chapter delineated the need for a
differential strategy for evaluating social programs. In X
each case tHe approach taken should be related to the par-
ticular type of program - broad aim - research and demon-
stration - as well as to the phase\or program development
“at the time of evaluation. Some alternative approaoheslto
classifying these stages 'were identified and Qill be dis-
cussed in greater detail in Chapter V. Also‘noted was the’
need for comparative study of a number of‘such programs in
_ order to describe hoﬁ proJects develop, to determine’whether‘
or not there are recognizable pdtterns of growth ahd totde—'
velop ihdices}for classificition~of projects by developmen_
tal etage at the point of evaluation. Through sueh compara-
tive analysis, oriteria for evaluatihg each‘phase might be
developed empirically. . ]

Considering the problems related to evaluation gen-
erally, and toe padcity of knowledge regarding how new pro-
jects begin and develop - in short,’given the lack of cer-

tainty as to what is the norm and what is idiosyncratic -

this study had to be eSsentially'exploratory and descriptive.

’
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It sought to develop a relevant approach to evaluation even
1f 1t had to be new and dffferent. The difficulties, in-
app;opriateness and unfeasibility of an experimental design
were discussed in the previous chapter; the case for a pro-
cess oriented, qualitative approach to valuhtlon was out-
lined there also. The latter approaéh was suggested as the
desirable iﬁterna§1ve, and is the approach ptilized in the
present study. Included were a combination of site visits,
}nterviews, direct observation, intensive field studiéé and
review of relevant program materials. All these efforts were
addressed to two major purposesf
1) to identify, describe and analyze the phases through
wWhich community-based child advocacy projects pro-
ceed from inception to implementation;
2)/to determine what the criteria for successful devel;
opment might be at each phase and how such criteria
might be formulated. '

Pre-structuring the design for evaluation assumes
bothwdata and knowledge of criteria; as indicated in Chap-
ter I, qeithef of these was available for child advocacy»
projects. Elsewhere, it has been suggested that in order
to discover what concepts and hypotheses are‘relevant for
the area one wishes to study, oné must ds an analysis of

comparative data obtained from systematic empirical research

and develop the th%ory 1ndw£t1vely rather than deductively.l

Isee Glasér and Straus, op. cit., for an over-all
description and analysis of this approach; Sarason, op. cit.
Stanley Cohen and Laurie Taylor, Psychological Survival: The

. Experience of Long Term Imprisonment (New York: Pantheon Books,

1972), represents an illustration of a partial application of
the approach, ‘ : ,

codit
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e
Following this approach, this study

proceeded to develop
its methodology empirically rather than theoreticall*, one
stép at a time. 1In thisqmanner, the method evolved as the

data were collected and analyzed.

SAMPLE'COMPOSITIONL SIZE AND SELECTION

The universe of child advocacy proJects frqm which

d‘sam?Ie of cOmmunity-baséd‘proJects.Qas selected, was de-

fined as follows: all programs identified aé child advocacy
projects through the national survey completed by the Child
Advocacy Research Project in 1971-72.1 Okher criterid for

selection were:

1) that the,projJect selected be explicitly labeled
"child advocaqy"; either that child advocacy be
part of the name of the project; that it have been
defined as such by the funding source; or that it
be self-defined.

2) that it be a project for which there are baseline
data available from the 1971-72 study so as to
assure a longitudinal view (questionnaires, inter-
views, and/or case studies).

© 3) that the project be community-based. Eommunity-
based is defined to mean that the primary target
area identified by the project be either '"neighbor-
hood," "specific catchment area," or "community"
(the latter defined to mean a small city or circum-
scribed geographic area with a population of less

lpdaditional and interesting child advocacy projects

were identified subsequent to this survey. However, absence

of baseline data for these projects precluded their inclusion.
- Similarly, some projects which were included in the initial
study, proyed not to be valid child advocacy projects after ~

study and observation. This latter point will be discussed

again in Chapter VI,

R ) )
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than 200,000).1 \

L) that the project appear to meet the definition of
child advocacy adapted after the initial study

. and endorsed by OCD. ("intervention on behalf of
children in relation to those services and insti-
tutions impinging on their lives"),

5) that the project be operating currently and have

- been funded at least six months prior to the be-
ginning of this study but no more than two and
one half years earlier (between March, 1970 and
March, 1972). The decision to 1imit the_gge of

" the projects was taken to ensure tha Yy h;g

some "life experience" to study (at least si
months old); but were not so far along chronologi-
cally as to make any retrospective recall of their
initial experience impossible., (It was not known
then that this criterion eliminated most projects
that were fully operationall) A~

From the universe of 103 operating ¢hild advocacy
projects for which baseline data wereﬁavailablee, thirty-
v .
seven projects were identified as community-based3, This

was the largest single category of projects, representing

about one-third of the total universe.u Two projects were
N ‘ ,

1For definition of "community," see Roland L. Warren,
"The Interorganizational Field as a Focus for Intervention,"
in Fred M. Cox, et. al,, eds., Strategies o mmuni ty
Organization (Itasca, Il1l.: F. E. Peacock ITshing Co., 1970);
Irving A. Spergel "Community-based Delinquency Prevention
Prograns: An Overview," Social Service Review, Vol. b7, No. 1,
March 1973, pp. 16-31, especlally pp. 17-18. - :

2Kahn, Kamerman, McGowan, op. cit.
31p1d., p. 53.

; QThere was some eventual overlap between community-
based’and city-based, in particular where small cities des-
cribed themselves as "a community" or a single catchment area.
The actual breakdown was 30% neighborhood; 20% state-based;
19% county-based; 19% city-based; 12% national.

ceo73
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.
eliminated because, in their response to our mail sur;ey,
they described thelr program as direct service only, with
no gdvocacy cgmponent and no effort at intervention or change
n other institutions for either individuals or groups of
children. Two more projects were eliminated because they
were not operating at the time this gtudy began. Four
proJects were eliminated because they were begun prior to
March 1970. Two more were eliminated when the funding
agency and‘the project directors announced - prior to the
onset of thls study - that the projects were inappropriately
1abe1ed child advocacy and were not designed to provide ad-
vocacy in any fashion. .
Thus, "the universe of community-based child advocacy
projects meeting the specified criteria was reduced to twenty-
seven nroJects. Of these, two were eliminated because of
the limitations of the.study's travel budget (one prof%ct
was in’Alaska; the other in Hawail). One was excluded be-
cause .of the difficulty in fitting 1t into scheduled fileld
visits; and one other because two attdé?ts at reaching the
project were’ aborted because of weather conditions. However,
with regard to these last two projects, both weré Parent-
Chiid Center-Advocacy. Projefts Since the remaining sample
of twenty -three projects included three others designed to

follow the same model,- fallure to include these two would not

appear to have blased the study. mhe final sample of twenty-

three community-based child advocacy projects studied with

reference to the "phasing-in" process, does not appear to be

¢o0vA
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subJect to any recognizable bilas, )
. The projects studied are located in foukteen dif-
ferent‘States and twenty cities. When appréached all agreed
to participaée in the study and all excépt‘one were visited
by the researcher personally. (For further details and a
general descripti%e overview 6f the projects see Chaﬁter IV.)
For sixteen projects, supplementary data were available from
among the case studies in the original study. Of these stu-
dies, four were completed by the present researcher and twelve
by another stdff member. o~ |
e |

DATA COLLECTION

The study began with the development of a senii-
structured interview guide (see Appendix) focused on ques-
tions relateg to the phasing-in process of these projects
and influenced by the experience of the 1971-72 study. Al-
though initially it was anticipated that all interviews would
be gppe recorded as they occurred, the discomfort of the first
three interviewees and their request that interviews not be

a

taped led to the elimination of this approach, Instead, ex-
tensive notes weré made during the interviews. These ;otes,
combined with personal observations and documentation by
written progreés reports, minutes of board and staff meetings
and other related materials, provided substantial support

for recalling interview content. Detailed reports of all

interviews were dictated within a maximum of twenty-four hours

eeevs



68

after the visit and were subsequently analyzed and summarized

both chronologlcally (in order to deplct the actual life

history of the project) as well as topically.

Site visits were made to twenty-two projects between
October 16th and December liUth, 1972 and an extensive tele-
phone interview was held with the staff of the remaining ¢
project in January of 1973. Most of these visits involved
an entire day; no interview took less than three hours. The

interviews were held with project directors and on accasion

several staff memberss In several of the pro jects, three or -

more staff members were interviewed in addition to the pro-
Ject diféééofs. Wherever possible, in projects where formal
propqgals had been developed, interviews also were held wlth
théﬁ%;ople who developed the proposal.

As the appendix copy of the guide indicates, these
interviews ingquired about subjects such as the following:

- What was the background of the program? How long
- was the proposal in formulation? Who developed the
proposal? 5
- When was the project funded? What was the source
of funding? How were the funds channeled into the
project? What was the size of the budget? How
and by whom was fiscal control exercised?

- What were the organizational structure, auspices
and staffing patterns of the program?

- When were staff recruited and hired? By what means?
How long did it take? What was the nature of their
training?

- When was the board selected? By what means? How
long did it take?
- What action targets were first ldentified? When?
By whom? PR .
; Gl
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- What was the nature of the current program and

its operational status? What were examples of

current activities and when were these ini-

tiated? How did these compare with what was

projected in the proposal and at various inter-

- mediate points?

After the first five projects were visited, data ob-
tained were analyzed and the interview guide refined further.
The major changes made were: to avold the obvious use of the
guide during the interview; to decréase the number of ques-
tions posed directly; and to encourage all interviewees to
"tell the story of the project from its beginning to the
present." This approach was empld&ed with each staff member

in a separate interview. Different perspectives were followed

up later. Sometimes differences were resolved by written

reports and documentation; sometimes in further disgpssi?n;
sometimes they were unresolved.l The interviewer posed
direct questions only to clarify, toAprobe or to oﬁtain needed
information that did not flow naturally.

As indicated earlier, case studies had Been made of
sixteen of the twenty-three projects in the sample as part of J%A
the 1971-72 study. In these, data obtained covering the pre-
vious year's experience were compared with the original case

studies and, except for one project, were substantially con-

lWhen there were unresolved differences regarding de-
finition of goals, objectives, tasks, roles, between project
directors and staff, for example, it was considered an indi-
cation of intra-organizational "dissonance" or conflict.

00077
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'sistent with the earlier material.l This approach provided
some confirmation of the reliability-of the data ;btained
fegarding the ﬁhaBing-in of new projects. :

In the initial design projection, it was anticipated
ﬁﬁat once the first phase of the sfudy was campleted, da‘ta
would be analyzed to determine whetheruthere were identifi-
able patterns of project development, identifiable stages
of development, and whether criteria forusﬁccessful work at
each stage might be specified. TIf so; an instrument would
be developed to classify projects at each stage and to eval-
uate them accordingly.

It was also anticipa ted that subsequently, a sub-
sample of six projects would be selécted for more intensive
study sb as to provide a test of the applicability and reli-
ability of the instrument developed, to fﬁrther specify cri-
teria for evaluation of child advocacy projects, and to re-
fine the instrument generaily. Criteria for selection of this
sub-sample would be derived from the data provided by the first
phase of the study. Although it was assumed that the project

analysis in this second phase would be more intensive than in
AN

[ 4
1The 1nc§§sistency in this instance related to the
definition of the source of intra~organ-
izational conflict. In the initial interview for the '71-'72
study, she had assumed responsibility and blame; in the in-
terview for the current study, the burden of blame was placed
elsewhere. Since-the existence of conflict was not an issue
(1t was identified as a major problem for the project im. all
instances) the question of "blame" for its existence did not:
make for any substantial difference in the findings.

'y
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the earlier phase, exactly what was meant by thislor what
it would@sntail was not clear. As will be noted in sub-
sequent chapters, analysis of the data collected in the
first phase‘of the study did guide the later phase, but
not precisely into the expected channels, A

The next chapter begins with a description of the
phas;ng-in of, a sample of cammunity-based child advocacy
projects (their.life history from inception and development
,to current activities at thef time studied). Analysis and
classification of the data obpained provide the basis for
the }ollowing: | \ - - '
1) Determination of patterns of-‘norgza deVelopTenU';

2) Identification of stages 1n the devefopmental process;

3) Identification of tasks for each of these phases or
stages, L :

With the data so.obtained, it becomes possible,then, to turn
to the remaining portion of the study.

4) ‘-Development of indices of project development in
order to determine what expectations are reasonable -
after specified periods of time subsequent to
funding;

5). Identification of evaluation criteria for each
developmental stage, such criteria to be derived
empirically from the descriptive data obtained;

6) Development of an instrument for differential
evaluation; »

7) A field test of this instrument to be applied to a
sub-sample of six projects selected from the twenty-
three, and an analysis of the findings.

The following chapters illustrate how this approach

evolved and how the instrument was developed.

66079
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CHAPTER IV
THE NATURAL'HiSTOBY OF COMMUNITY-BASED CHILD ADVOCACY PROJECTS
This study's premisemfs‘that program evaluation must
- be phase-specific. One asks different qucstions and employs
différent Sriteria at different stages in the development 6f'
a‘community-based child advocacy, praject. The f&rst ma jor
task, therefore, is to evolve a way to describe a proJject's
natuﬁal history. The twenty-three case studies were assem-
bled with this aim in view. They provided the raw/ material
® for an effort at discerning project stages and prJLess.
This chapter offers a first attempt at ordering the data in
a fashion which may serve the needs of those interested in
community-ﬂ%sed child advocacy proJjects as organizationg -
and those concerned with their a;sessment. Among the ques-
tions addressed are: | A
- Why are child advocacy projects launched? Where do
the ideas originate? g i -

/
- How are child advocacy projects designed?
’ ]

\/'

- What specific activities are involved in ctual%y//

o o N
- setting ‘up such projects in their earliest‘stagés? . \\N

- How do child advocacy projects progress frgm/%nitiating

ldeas and proposals tq)operatingoérganizations?

.
4
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- How do these projects change and differ over time?
& .

WHAT DO THE PROJECTS LOOK LIKE?

'An Overview

Before proceeding with the life stories of thégé“x\\

projects, a brief descriptive overview will provide a pic- \\
ture of how they-looked at the time of the study. Twenty-' N
thfée projects are in the sample studied. Of these, twenty
describe themselves as either chil& or youth advocaéy pro-
Jects; three had the labe} applied\to them, albeit inappro-

priately, by funding agencies. All describe themselves as

"community-based," with the qualifications about "community"

mentiohed in the last chapter. At the time of the study,
the typical project 1s about one and a half years old and .
is located in a ghetto or lower working class commuﬁity.

It is administratively autonomous, although usually under
the auspiceé of another public agency or institution, which
generally acts merely as a conduit for funds. .(The auspice
may aléo be referred to as "the sponsoring agency.") It®
is federally funded with a relatively small budget. Staff
are paid, few in numbér, and tend .to be indigenous para-
professionals. It addresses’fhe needs of children and their
fahilies, rather]than childrén alone. It attempts to solve
proplems réiated to the unresponsiveness of sérv?ce systems
workiﬁg with children (qs?eciaily schools and/or the juvenile

Justice system) or the failure to implement rights andven-‘
A ‘ \:‘
« | G6001
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titlements. Generally, it employs lay advocacy rather than
l;gdl and streése; case advocacy, while trying - or hoping -
to implement class-advocacyi
Additional detail is needed for orientation and to
' @

provide context for the description of activities in the

several stages of organizatfonal development.

Where are the Prolgpts Located?

Thq twenty-three‘brojects includedsin this study are
situated in fourteen different states. Five are-1in one state,

California. Two projects are in each of the following: Mary-

land, New Jersey, North Carolina, Ohio and Tennessee. The

remainder are located in Arkansas, Colorado, Indiana, Massa-
chusetts, Neé York, Pennsylvania, Texas.and Washington. They
are primarily urban; seventeen are located in major urban
centers, two in small .cities and four are rufél. Sixteen

are specifically ”neighbérhood“ focused, by which is meant
a‘gingle housing project , an area 9f a few blocks, or a
siﬁgle institution. Of those serving a laréer geographic
area, all are located in cities having pqpulations of less
than 200,000. | .

Who are the Consumers or Clients?.

-

In general, the projects are coqcerned.with children

(or youth) as well as their families. Ten stress advocacy

coes2.
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gr all children in their community; ‘three for all under

the age of five, three, specifically for poor, minority

youth (although in'reality this is true for all projects

located in ghetto communities even when they state "all

’children,( by the,Wery nature of their community); four,

" for délinquent and predelinquent youth and two, for

children situated within a single insti&utional system
(hospital institution fogpthe retarded).

" The size of the target population (the consumers,“

‘clienxs or potential beneficiaries of the program) ranges

“from 25 to 23,000, The actual number varies, depending

upon whether it is based on the»totaldﬁumber of children in

the conmunity or only a limited segment; whether ‘it is re-

"lated-to potential consumers of direct service and case

advocacy or potential beneficiaries of class advocacy. For

-example, six projects with sp€cific limitations on their

target population (e.g., a single institution, qhiIdren 0-5, -

two classes in a school) service between 100-500 children;

eight projects whith .serve an unspecified Ppopulation includ-

.ing a wider age ranga, have 1000- deo in their target popu-

1ation, those proJects providing class advocacy serve the
largest number of children, generally several thousaend. Al-
though the age range of children served is 0-18, fifteen

%
projects concentrate on ‘school age children.

.Who Sponsors'and Who-Funds These Projects?

&
Sponsorship by public agencies - communlty riental
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health centers, universities, boards of education, hospitals,
community action programs.alis characteristic of almost two-
thiros of these projects. Eight are‘under voluntary auspices -
local branches of nat*onal organifzations, voluntary hospitals,
private universities; one 1is funded directly.- More than half

\

(12) are administered as autonomous organizat*;ns. Three are
sponsoring

administered under the close sunervision of t%
‘organization, while five are merely new components of ongoing
_and existing'projects. , 7

Public funding, in particular, federal funding, pre-
don;nates; and even those projects supported by voluntary

funds~are currently seeking ex

nsive public funding. Seven-
teen projects are funded by the...deral government, two by

state governments, and two by “foluntary funds. Two have v :
still not obtained formal funding. . |
o Annual budgets range from a 1ov of $é7,000 to,a high

of $250,000 but most range between $;oom and $200 600 a

year. On first observation, neither this, nor the\earlier

study suggests any direct correlation between the size of )

‘the budget and any other variable. The two(prodects with '

‘th; lo;est and highest budgets reﬁpectively .are both des-

cribed by their directors ‘as never having been 1mp1emented.

Those projects with budgets$of under $100,000 ‘tend to have

'very small paid staff (i-3), or rely heayily on volunteers.

For the most part, fiscal control isnexercised bv the

\

auspice or sponsoring agency. Altﬁbu some directors are &Q“j

.not permitted to‘authorize any expepfiiture without approval
: -V ‘
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from their auspice, most have a wide range of discretion-
ary authority in fiscal matters. Several developed their
own oudgets and’are.considereo accountablé for remaining
within them." Four proJecg directors have authority to sign
cheoks. In one, the director assigned fiscal control to an
elected community board; however, after less. than one year, °

he changed this policy and control reverted to him.

Who Determines Policy?

For the most part the projects follow traditional

hierardhical!patterns in their structures. They are organ-
T

ized in a two or three tier hierarchy, with an administrative

' di&ector at the top and an assistant director under him,

responsible for the supervision of line staff Where there
are speclalist staff, such as researchers, lawyers, social
workers, psycholoéISts, they report directly to the director.
Most of the authority for decision making is vested in the °*
director of tn; project with some degreeﬁof involvement of

staff, and to a lesser extent board. .Only three of.the pro-

Jects,ngye policy-makingrboards‘and these are all appointed,

I
R

" not elected, , Mpst have ad-hoc advisory boards, usually com-

. ] .
posgd of professionaIs‘and influentials; these are relatively )

inactive and meet irregularly on an as-needed basis. Boards
appear to be a major problem for all of tnese projects and

as -$uch will be fiscussed in greater detail lat;rs"

~
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Who Are The Child Advocates? ' .

Although administrators and supefvisors tend to be
professionals, advocate staff are overwhelmingly para-

professional. Two-thirds of the projects are staffed almost

vcompletel& by paraprofessidaals who for the most part are in-

digenous, .young, with limited formal education but usually
high school graduatés& and relatively inexperienced. Even

wheﬁ older, they usually have had very little formal work

experience. Only two gﬁojecﬁs are predomihantly professional

9

while phree are‘about evenly’diéided betwe*n professional and
pgraprofessioﬁal. "Five 6f the projects have largely white
staff; tgh are primarily black, oﬁe chicano, and the remain-
der racially and ethnically mixed. The size of paid staff
rangeg from a minimum of one to'a maximum of twenty-one.

All p;oJecta excgpt one have paid staff. Six haQe fewer than

four employees; eleven pfoJects,haQe between five and ten

_(thlpding secretarial heﬁp); four have between fifteen and

twénty employees anq one project has twenty-one. This last
project is described ﬂy its director as "deliberately stéff‘
heév&,” because it is preparing .for thg esﬁgblishment of two
satellité projects4 Four proJecté utilize‘only volunteers .
as advocates Althougg thrée of these have paid administrative
s%aff}itwo others use Qolugtee;; in ancillary roles but for
the most part, staff is paid.

Initially, four of the projects anticipated employing

both part-time and full-timeé staff. By the end of the first

5006
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year, part ~-time staffing was eliminated by all of these
proJects. Because of the need for Lbstantial investment
in supervision and training, such dtpff were defined as an.
expensive end inefficient use of' supervisory menpower.
(Where professionals euch as lewyere and soclal workers were
employed on a part-time basis, this did not hold true.) For
many part—time employees, salaries are so low that obtaining
full-time eﬁplbyment 1f possible, is essential.

Staff turnover has ranged from almost a complete
change in staff, in‘one proJect“, to no turnover at all in
another. In four ﬁrojebté, more than haif of the staff
changed durihg the first year. In twelve, turnover was li-
mited to less than two people. In two projects, where staff
were sherp;y redueed at the end ofgpe year, it came as a
result of the elimination of part-tlme sta{f. Seven direc- .
tors also changed within the first year of operation. Four
of these were the same as those in which staff turnover was
high generally; in another, “the assistant director who had
beeg involved in the initial planning of the proJect, ‘sub-
sequently was named director, ensuring some continuity of.

leadership; in one other, a one year tenure for the director

had been anticipated from the inception of the project.
> ’

~ As of the Time of ‘the Study, What Do the Projects Do and-

How Do They Do 1t7

»

Twenty projects state that "systems change" or

A

' ”institutional\change”_1s a major objective. Those located

? 06087 o .
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in heavily serviced urban communities, stress as objectives
a linking of people with appropriate services, ensuring a
greater responsiveness of services to people's needs (e.g.,

obtaining evening and Saturday clinic hours, evening Parent

.Teacher Association meetings)land ensuring that people ob-

tain their legal rights and tqose services they are entitled
to. Projects located in underserviced qommunities and rural
areas generally emphasize the ;eed to generate new serviées
to fill existing gaps. ,in séme of the more deprived commﬁni--
ties chﬂld‘advgcacy becomes ;n'umbrella concept and 1is used
to highlight gross inadequacies harmful to children such as
poverty, youth aml adult unemployment, poor housing, absence
of public transportation. These needs are so pervasive

that they preclude a focus on_more specialized needs of -

children.

Of the group of twenty self-defined advocacy projects,
all provide acéess services (information, referral, fg;low-

up, brokerage); sixteen provide case advocacy specifically;

'fqur have implemented class advocacy. Although most of the

others continued to anticipate such action, only one proJéct
thus far sees a conflict between case and class advocacy; |
hoyéver, in two, the functions are kept separate.

Thirteen projects provide some §orm of direct services
(counseling, tutoring, recreation), some out of deliberate

choice - to obtain credibility in the community -  some be-

cause inadequacies ln‘éxistkng services impel advocate prac-X
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titioners toward sugh provision; some because of confusion !
about the boundaries of gdvocate practitioner roles - ad-
ministrators) supervisors, staff and sametimes clients are
often unclear as to parameters,

The overwhelming majority of the projects emphasize
external advocacy and are concerned with implementing
change in a system or systems other' than their own (18).
Two stress the need for interhal advocacy and monitoring of
the system in which they are based; one of these has never
beén able to implement this. Three have no pretgnsions to
advocacy at all. ‘»

Lay advocacy 1s characteristic of almost akl the pro-
Jects. Only three have a légal component, involving lawyers
as part of the staff. A small number of the others use
legal consultants or refer clients to legal service programs
for individual needs. » )

The entry‘point for advocacy tends to be the indi-
vidual. case. In those projects where the entry point is a

survey or a study of éommunity needs or probleﬁs, advocacy is

sti%l initially implemented on an individual case basis r-

ing the'course of staff interviewing families. 1In a few pro-

Jects a local service systemwsuch as the school é&stem, is
the entry point for advocacy. Thus, case advoc;cy predomin-
ates and class advocacy, where it exists, seems to evolve
from identification of a group of individual cases with simi-

lar problems, or in a few instances, from monitoring a ser-

vice system. ‘ , ¢
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The projects are about evenly divided between [those
"in which advqcacy is a specialized role and those in which
advocacy is a general practitioner's role. However, 6nly
in the PCC. - Advocacy Programs and one internal advocacy
project is a distinction made between "ad&ocacy staff" and
"other staff." 1In general, where projects provide services
other than advocacy, the practitioners are genera%ists.
Where the project is clearly concentrating on advocacy ac-
tivities almost to the exclusion of anything else (and
there are very few of these) the practitioners are special-

ists.

How 014 Are These Projects?

The relatively brief lives of these p}oJécts pro-
vide a unique opportunity for reviewing the process of
creation and development. At the time they were studied,
four were between two and two and a half years'old (subse-
quent to fund%ng);'sixteén, about one and one half; and
three between eight months and one year. All began at a
time when there was still no coneéptual clarity-regarding
child advocacy and when role and function were still unclear,

a

THE LIFE HISTORIES OF COMMUNITY CHILD ADVOCACY PROJECTS

An Overview

In studying the life histary of child advocacy-projects,

the first discovery and perhaps the most important, was the

ERIC 66020
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complexity of the process and the enormous number of dis-
crete activiéékg invplved. After studying only a few; it
was already app:¥ﬁnt that there were many things done be-
tween the time idezh for the proﬁects first germinated and
when they finally beé&me operational. By the timevthe pro-
cess was completed for all twenty-three, certain activities
could be identified as characteristic of all or most of the
projects, while others were idiosyncratic or present only in
a few. Regaréless of the number of* activities completed, the

order in which they occurred and the time when they took

place varied substantially during the early years of the pro-
N

- The following 1list of activities derived from analy-

sis of the case studies, 1s presented to indicate the range
and extensiveness of what was done during this period. It
also offers the "raw material" for a first approxihation in
the*&bnceptualization of stgges'in the natural‘history‘of a
community-based p:oject{ Thé presence of an ltem ﬁoés hot im-
ply that all proJjects experiénced the activity or even ghat
most projects did. Nor did these activities necgséarily oc-
cur in the same order in all projects in which they were
found.

» Someone (or some organization) has an idea about

establishing a child advocacy project and decides

to do something about 1it.

Jects' 1lives. : \\\\ \\\

(
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Someone (or some organization) is stimulated
by the ;Qailébility of money for setting up
new projects, begins to think about what child
advocacy is and-whether it can be a useful

approach in designing a new project.

A problem or a need- related to children is iden-

tified in the community. )

.
One "or more objectives are_identified.

The meaning and implications of child advocacy

are explored.

A conceptual framework for solving the problem is

developed.
A target community is identified.

A target population is idéntified.

R

One or mohe targe%g for change arefldentirled.

Strategies for achieving obJeétlves are identi-

1

fied or designed.

i
r
-

An organizational structure is designed.

A leader, leadership group or developer is identi-

" .
fied.

An auspice is obtained. -

CGoI2.
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Potential consumers are involved.
Relevant éxpefts are involved,
Other organizations are involved.

An expert is hired to prepare a proposal,

A new program component 1is desigﬁgd that is consonant

\ !

with the existing project.

A leader prepares a proposal.

Formal contacts are made with funding sources.

A formal proposal is submitted to a funding agency.
.

A memorandum is prepared and submitted to higher

administration.

Funding 1s sought.

Funding'is obtained. o

A decision is made to establish a project without
formal funding. |

Admiqistrative support is obtained for a new prograﬁ

component.

¢
~

An office is obtained.

EqQuipment is ‘purchased.

€63
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Administrative staff 18 recruited and hired.:
Supervisory staff 1s recruited and hired.
Line staff is recruited and hired.

~ \ ST

Specialist staff 1s recruited and hired.

Consultants are recruited and hired.

-

Volunteers are recruited and hired.
Staff 1s trained.
An advisory board 1s appointed and convened.

A policy-making board 1s appointed and convened.

"

Board members are elected and the board 1s convened. -
A community 1s organized.,
Consumers participate in developing the program,

Exﬁef%s pafticipate in developing the program.

Other organizations participate in developing the
program. .
First action targets are specified.

First action strategles are specified.

Clientele 1is contacted.

TR
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*

Referral sources are contacted.

Target(s) are contacted. '~ | -

Direct services are first provided.

Access services are first provided.

A survey or other form of information gathering is

- begun.

Case advocacy 1s first’ provided.
Class advocacy is first provided.
Reports are written and submitted.

The board is reorganized.

i R o

-
¢

The administrative stri tﬁre is reorganized. =~ = .

The staffing.pattérn 1$.reorganized.
Goals are specifiéd.

Goals are changed.

Tafgets arg changgd.

Strategies are changed.

The program is reorganized.

Coalitions are formed with other groups or organi-

zations.




~Case advocacy becomes a major program component,
o ’ "

Class advocacy becomes a major program component.

| ! , \
. The project is duplicated elsewhere,

Any detailedhdeseription of these activities, in-
cluding some mention of how and when they occur, 1s made
cumbersome by the very extensivenegs of the 1list. Yet,
any attempt at concentualizing the ﬁrocess requires that

'they be described first before being ordered and analyzea
Since in viewing the historical development of these pro-
Jects, 1t becomes readily apparent that many activities ‘
tend to’cluster within certain periods of tine, some prim-
itive categorles suggest themselves an& serve to focus at-
tention on critical factors. Thus, for this purpose, this
description of the 1life cycle of child advocacy projects

“may be divided into three parts: beginnings (Why do child
advocacy projects begin? Where do the ideas'qriginate?
How are they designed?); getting established (What is in-

volved in ‘actually eetting up a child advocacy project?);
operations (How do these projects progress from initiating

ideas and proposals to operating orgamizations?) ‘

v The first time peridd, "beginnings"-culminetes when
projects’obtain funding or when, for some other reason, a ‘
decision 1is made to establish a proJect.‘ Tng seeond,h

"getting established" ends when the projec% begins to pro-

vide case or class advocacy._ Finally, projects are assumed
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to be "fully operaﬁional" when case or class advocacy 1s
not only provided fegulerly but represents a major por-

tion of the project activities..

L3 . . S

BEGINNINGS

-

~Where Do The Ideas:Originate?

F

Sarason points out in his book,'The Creation éi

» .
New Settirigs, that "In the past decade or so, more new

. settings (e.g., oréanizdlons,,1nstftutioné, programs,
projects)... have been created than in the entire previous

history of the human race."l . He comments that ome charac-

"

@ . .
teristic.common to almost all initiaters or developers of
» .

new settfngs is the absence of any historical perspective,
either with regard to the origin of the preJect or the
relatiqnship betweeq what they are currently planning and ‘
. other eariier but relevant experiences. These child ad-
vocacy projects are no exception. For mdst: the process of
‘creating a new proJeet is analogous to reinventing the

Qo L]

wheel; almost without exception; the directors view the

process as unique andkidiosyncratic; In only six cases had

~ directors heard of the term "child advocacy" before begin-

t

ning to plan their projects and in only four of these was

. ' there any familiarity with the Joint Commission report and

1Saras,on, op. cit.,.p. 2. ; .

00057
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1ts.recommendations~ahd/or the recommendations of the 1970
White House Conference on Children amf fouth.l An addi- «
tional six were familiar with the concept of "client

"advocacy," however, only four of these had‘considered
applying the concebt to the pfoblems,of children and youth.

Ih general, concem about quantitativg and qualitative 1in-.
adequacies in services for children and youth, fragﬁenta-i
tion of services; the unresponéiveness of existing services
and 1nst1£utions; and iﬁg fallure to implement existing
rights and entitlements, led initiators to search out and
experiment with new forms of programming and to be attracted

> Dy tﬁe emerging concept of child advocacy once they learned

':6f it. Considering the similar concerns expressed in the
‘early sixties regaraing the orgénization‘ and delivery of
soclal services generally, 1t is fhdeed suéﬁrising that
dnly about one haif of the project directors were familiar
with the relevant experiences of community action programs. .
For the most part, deveiopers of these projects described
the problems in_their communities as "recehtly identified"
\gnd saw the projects they developed as being newbornllike
"Venus on the Half-Shell."

\

. Hoy Did These Projects Begin?

Ll

In reviewing the data related to how child adLo-

' I3

- cacy projects begin, the first interesting finding 1§?that
. gy

spontaneous initiatives from community residents or organ-

/

ERIC - SARE
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ized community groups appear to have played no role in J -

stimulating or deVeloping an ndvocacydproject. Since the
literature makes frequent m;;tion of the importance of -
communit& pfessureskin"generating néw organizatiohs,‘its
absence as an initiating factor for these projects is note-
worthy. Whether. this is an indicatjon of community'disin;
terest,’unfagiliarity with a new concept, or the weakness
of community pressure as an initiating forée, cannot be

N

discerned from the existing data.' However, what can be

. noted'ig that once proJects‘hre cohceived by others, docu-
men tation of community needs is readily accomplished, and
many projects obtain widespread community support.

In contrast to the absence of commgn}ty pressures
as an initiating force, four other factors emerge as stim-
ulaging the development of child advocacy proJjects: One
group of projects ﬁegah as a result of the initiatives of
an individual or small group; a second group began in res-

}

‘ponse to funding agencies' direct or indirect initiatives;

a third group began ;s a result of sponspring organiiations'
search for new funds to support existing programs, and
finally, the fsurth groub bééan because éﬁq federal agency
anngﬁncéd that a grant would be provideﬁ to certain specified
projJects for the establishment of néw advoggcy components,

a

as an extension of their existing programs.
\ ~ Although each project began in one of these four ways,

in only one pat}ern of initiation was the availability of
L ) \.} Al
o ' 00 .
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new fundsvnog.the single most important factor. 'Regard-
less of the specific role played by fuéding‘agencieg;_the
availability of new funds for the creation of child ad-

|
|
\
vocaey“projects appears to have been a primary stimulus |
either by 1nf1uenc1ng the developmentlpf a proposal or
iby directly 1n1t1at1ng the process. However, as seeﬂﬁge-
low, the specific way in wpich a project begins dqes
appear to have some re%ation to the types of activitfee

performed and the length of. time covered by this beginning

ph&Be . ; ' ] ‘ ! Y
14
Number of How Projects Began Months covered from
ProJects begInning activit
: o O propos su ssion
L ‘ . {or esgaBIIsﬁﬁenf of
{ 3 project) )
| 2-4,9 |5-7.9 |8-10.9| 11+
8 Individual Inftiative 1 2 1 L
7 Funding Agency Initiative 3. 3 1
L* . Sponsoring Agency Initiative 3
3 Funding A?ency Authorizatiop 3 LN

*Length of time covered for one project

i

is not known.

**This project began as a result of both individual initiatives
and funding agency initiatives,.

Individual Initiatives:

In eighf projeets an ipdi-

B vidqal or group of individuals had an idea; discussed .it;

\ ¢

<

designed a proéram; possib1y~Prepared an informal proposal;
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and then actively sought funding fort it. In one project,
.child advogﬁcy was viewed as a means for protecting child-
‘ren's rights in closed institytions. In two,- initially
there was just some general toncern about the low érlor-
vity for children's serv'j'.,ces and the c5nq.ept (that. child |
advocacy might provide a new framework in which to pressure
a community or 1nst1tu§10n_fo re-order its priorities. In
five, there was concern about a particular problem (delin-
quency, 1nadequate protection of children's and/or stuger}psr
rights, unresponsiveness of the schools to students'! needs,
or the fallure to view the child within his total environ- ,

! t
ment and the consequent:inappropriatehess of interventive

.
™

stra;egies)."' * . ' .
For the most part, this group begun by individual
initiatives, includes the oldest of the'p;bjects the

developers who were most'femiliar with the conc pt of child
advocacy, and with the exceptién of two, those projects .
with- the mest_extensive actiyities prior to obtaining fund-
ing. With regard to the‘twe exceptions, neither are de-"
fined by their directors as havingﬁbeen 1mplemented_at the
‘time of the study.

Although the period of time devoted to plamning a ¢
project ranged from two monphs to two ?eas, fourAbf these -
were planned over a period of about one year.v One that was

developed within a very brief period of time is described by
4 .

its di}ector as never having been implemented; ene other was

-

i
1 ‘
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explicitly modeled after anéther, more éxtensively planned

h proJect a third that was begun in less than a year 1is
unique in that it was developed by people who have extensive

|

I

J

experience with redated proJects and with the relevant com- . :
munity; were intensely committed to the conceptual frame-

:) work ‘employed and to the obJectivesvand strategies incorpo-'
rated in the project; and already had an existing consti- ,
tuency in the community and a great deal of personai cre- J
dibility. |

Although these eight projects completed all the '

standard activities such as identifying a problem, ob-
Jectives, target community and target population, designing
a structure, selecting an auspice most are unusual in com-
parison with the remaining fifteen, in that they were de-
signed within a specific conceptual framework. In addition,
most spent ektensive time in contacting both experts and

qwgénsumers who might be interested in such a project as well
as relevant organizations_and agencies in the community. ,

'Tnese‘contagts‘were accomplished through“a variety of formal

v and informal means} such as meetings, workshops, personal
. ’ contacts. Finally, as a group, they are unique in that no

outside professional was responsible for the preparation oj/
any of the proposals subsequently submitted to funding -
agencies. Where formal proposals requesting furiding by out-

,’side sources were developed by this group, all were prepared

N within a very brief period of time - one or two weeks.

& . " ) . . . v )
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b Funding Agency Initiatives- A second group of seven

proJects&began in response to funding ‘agencies' active ini-
tiation of proposal development, either by publicizing thé?d
availability of funds for child advocacy projects or by
personal contact suggesting that proposals for such proJects
would be of interest to an agen@y. For»two other proJects'
. this influence was an important factor in determininé the
particular "look" that the project finally developed. -
One organization notified over 1100 institutions,

agencies and individuals that‘it was interested in funding
community-based child advocacy proJects; individual officials
and administrators informally notified many others. ‘In two
__other agencies, administrators telephoned practitioners as’
well as researchers informing them of agency interest in
such a project and the availability of funding. In all |
of‘these, the projects were deliberately~designed and tailored
to meet implicit and'explicit guidelines of funding agencies.
A vague, conceptual framework was provided by the agency to

. Stimulate individuals~to explore possibilities for program-
ming. Like the first group of planners& they then proceeded
to select people to help design a program: to identify -objec-
tives and strategies; to begin to develop constituencies;

and to prepare a formal proposal ;

In general, this group that began in .response to -

funding agencies' initiatives, accomplished the widest and

most disparate range of activities. For example, one project
, , } .

‘ . N , -
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“ ship and even convened a board. In another case, equally

96

went so far to obtain ‘community involvement and support " \

while developing a proposal for submission to a federal P

agency, that the leadership group assured the community a

| child advocacy proJect would be established within ‘one
. year, with or without federal funds. To reihforce this

‘ )
promise, before receiving any indication of favorable

response on thelir proposed proJect they actively engaged

in community organizing, held elections for board member-

<

-
o ' e

strong;efforts\of another type were employedtto generate
widespread community'support. The leadership group met
with‘the.main community organization, discussed community‘ ‘ g
needs and priorities and prepared a proposal which was

then submitted first to this group for approval. - When the

group rejected it, several weeks were spent in further dis-

cussion culminating in the preparation of a completely new

-proposal Which was finally endorsed by the group and then

submitted for funding.

On the other hand, several projects made no effort
at{all to ensure community andyor consumer support, ’However,
mostidid obtain outside experts to provide advice and in J
some cases technical assistance, especially with regard to *
preparing proposais.

For these,seven, as for the projects descriped ear-
lier, the period of timeé covering these activities ranged
from .two JOnths to two years, however, most were“planned in

about five or six months., J{\&I
/ . ",_ \/j& VR

.. .[‘ . ‘ » T
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to expand an existing program or some variation of 1t,'and N

‘thén sought funding. In some, the proposal was written and

rewritten several tines for bmission to different funding
A

sources and.private foundationg. The four projeéts funded

~
—

as & consequence of this route, include those where the "
directors were totally unfamiliar with‘the term child advo-
cacy and openly expressed ignorance as to thé reasonbfor

the label having.been appended. In some instances, tge
label was applied by the‘sbonsors specifically tq théin
funding. Although individual practitioners in the project
might be 1n§olved in occasional advocaﬁy activitiés, as a
wﬁole the project was not. For the most part these projects
are characterized by an extensive gap betweén the concep;‘
tualyframework of the proposal and the way the program looks
in operation. All bréposals in this group were written by
professional proposal writers who had ng real relationship

to the project; none of the directors participated-ih the

planning process; all "inherited" a pfoposal which they then

LS

had to implement. For some, conflict between the sponsoring \

agency and the project director bec me, a major source of
difficulty once the program began operating.
Although in this group it is harder to delineate

exactly how and when the project was planned, the formal in-

00105
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gredients are all‘bresenE!on papér: Problem definition; iden-
tification bf obJectives, Qtrategies; target communityiand
target population. However, in none of tﬁese‘is.there dny |
indication of any real éomtunity involvement, either pro-
feséional or lay, in .the early activities;

Funding Agency/uthorization: Finally, three proJ
%

began because the Office of {hild Development wanted to pro-
mote advocacy activities in Shrent .Child Centers. These .
three, along with j’,gur other Parent Child Cent’ were se-
lected to be the recipients of a specific grant to enable
thqp to plan and develop new advoqgcy prOgra$<components.
Guidelin&s were iaid down and 1nciuded a statement of general
obJectives. An evaluation research consultant was involved
from the 1nception to help directors to find measurable
objectives and to obtain baseline data. This group 1is unidue
in that funding preceded planning. Developers were com-
pletely unfamiligr with the conéép? ofAchild.advocecy until'
the funding agency made the grant. Perhaps because of fund-

\

ing agency requirements as well as the fact that thege were

- new components of existing projects rather than completely

new projects, none took longer than five months to plan and
prepare a fofmal proposal and most took less"time.,

ﬁ One of the first actigitiLs of these projects was
overcoming the resistance of exigting staff and board to be-
coming actively involved in planning a program that was not

of their choosing and did not reflect their priorities. Pos-

sibly related to this sense of uninvolvement in the planning

C(,N" -
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'process and an absenie of commitment to the project, as a ., -~
—group these projects 1ndicated that they had ‘had the most
difficulty with formal proposal’ preparation.'

Thus,yactivities here involved not only those re-
lated to developing a new program, ‘but integrating it into
an already existing/one, when neither director, staff, nor .
board initiated it. Among these activities were: discover-
ing what might be mbant by child advocacy, designing ‘a pro-
gram cdmponent consonant with the existing proJect decid-'
ing whether to recruit new staff or employ staff from the
existing proJect, avoiding conflict between the new component

and the e§isting project

L

In contrast to these problems related to beginning—~————

a new component of ah existing program and planning under
pressure from the funding agency, other problems arise when
the planning begins without any assurance of funding. Ob-w
viously starting a proJect undfr such circumstances implies
“a willingness to risk or gamble - time and effort - and
thus necessitates a substantial commitment by the initiators
and developers to the proJect and its goals. g

For analytic purposes it seems appropriate to con-.
ceptualize the end of this first phase with preposal prepar-
ation’ and submission. For the fact is that in almost all
cases (18) these beginning activities culminated in the prepar-

ation of a formal proposal; two others prepared a written

memorandum, while in three the process never concluded with

-
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the preparation of any kind of document although a decision \
was made to egtablish a project. Several of the proposals
were prepared, submitted, rejected, reviewed and re-submitted.

For asme,projects, the prqceés‘may end here; Some projects

in this study changed their design and mission as a result

Aof this process, RegardléSs, for ‘the group that procegded
. to the next series of activities; this;;s the end of the

beginATng phase.
N

GETTING A CHILD ADVOCACY PROJECT ESTABLISHED

Once planning for a new project 1is cpmpleted (and th;s'
is generally considered to be once 4% 1s funded), the issue
1s_how éo move from the theoretiéal prop&sal to an operating
program?l How do?élone implement a’plan? Even in the two }
projects where special funds have not been secured, a time
arrived when the initiators decided to :ggaheéd and "try
the theory;put" and actually develop an operating project.

There appear to be three approacﬁes to this process

of establishing a new program. They can be described as ..

crash programming, developmental programming and structured
programming.‘ - T

~

Crash programming is the approach folloyed by almost

half the projects studied (1i). This process 1nvolv§P the
1mp11c1a assﬁmption that the proposal developed addressed all

major problems and practice issues and could be readily and

o108
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rapidly implemented. Except in one case, within three months
after the proJects were funded, directors, assistant direc-

tors, staff and_secretarial help were hired; advisory boards {

or policy-making boards were appointed or elected; staff

€

were trained; other agencies weré contacted; and doors uere

opeped for serxvice.’

(In several of these staff were recruited from exist, * -

ing host projects or from' a component program of the sponsor-
/

ing organization, »in particular one 4hat had Just lost its

funding. In one project, where the board was’ responsible for

»

@ecruitment and hiring, several board members resigned to

_ take staffﬁpositions. o .

o j?gtaff training tended to be: minimal far this group..

‘Between one ahd,two weeks were spent in orienting line staff

to each other, to the‘proJect, and instructing them in their

P g N .
" roles and functions. In’ those projects where staff were

professional trained or experienced, it was assumed that no
]

training was necessary, where staff were inexperienced this

failure to provide more extensive training wag often definedﬁl

as a problem by the director Of the proJect subsequently
most(pstaff tended to describe ‘their roles in conventional
terms of direct service provision. . - s

Specifically, this group includes the proJects that

" were required to move rapidly by a funding agency provtding 1

a one year grant for what was expected to be a one year pro-

Ject. The agency insisted that the projects be Operational

-

‘ ‘00109‘ ‘
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within two to three months after approval of the proposal

and placed further pressure on the proJect\by involving

-

outside evaluators who'needed to obtain immediate baseline

. data. Related to this, the proJects were required to have

begun a survey of community needs and prioritigs and to
have interviewed & certain number of families within a
specified period of time.‘ The directors involved have sub-
sequently indicated in interviews that this pressure for
instant service delivery led to a variety of &ater problems.

For example, there was'inadequate time to recruit competent

staff and inadequate’time to train staff; thus, .-interviews

-in the community were done-inappropriately and information

was often discovered 1ater to be inaccurate; cases requiring
advocacy activities were~not serviced; where case advocacy

occurred no subsequent follow-up by practitioners completed

tge process. 0
KA A second cluster of proJects employing this approaCh
1s one- in which the sponsoring agency was responsible for

planning the proJect (One of these proJects was "lost" for

one year after funding and nothing was done by the sponsoring

organization to establish 1t during that timel) For these,
administrative (and sometimes a11) staff were hired almost
immediately by the directors of the sponsoring agéncy. Pro-

posals for these proJects were uniformly prepared and written

city received notification of an award but nothing
. was done about it for one year.

~ !
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by professipnal proposal writers hkving noth$3g¥§9 do with

“the projeét; sﬁbséqué'ntly, they \};re given to newly hiredrl\
directof;, who were told to implement them. Offen with ~
barely enough time or background to 1ntegra;e it or raise )

questionsvabout it, the directors were suppésed to "get tre

project going."

~

Although pé?& of normal proJect‘deve{Ppﬁeﬁt is
coping with problems,.most of this group of.eieven appeared

o be dominated by problems, and these may havé derived from
the "crash prograﬁm{pg." Except fo} one project, all of
these‘;ereﬁiﬁ difficulty byAthe end ofhtheir first year of
operation %ndtmost, if not a}l, readily acknowledggd it. As
a group, these projects had ‘the highest rate of 'staff turn- .
éver\(the highest is a project that does not really_belong

in th study at all; it is not an advoc&cy préject but was
1nappfopr1ate1y labeled As such by the funding agéncy.)

AlY Qhose‘that had boards - elected or appointed,

advisory or policy-making -~ have hadvproblems’with them, in

some instances leaging to dissolution and subseqﬁent restruc-
turing of the board. For example, 03; elected board thgt
was descfibed as "bplic&-making,“ included ten lay represen-
tatives from the community and‘éix prefessionals who worked
.there. Not only)did'the professionals dominate the board but
they were sd identified. with their own vested infebestg that

. ‘\"* $ »
they ‘could never agree on any issue and were in constant con-

flict with admiqistration and staff. By the end of the first

0111




" 104

year,‘the b?ard was:dis@olved by the principal 1ﬂvestigator
‘ of the pggsgct and only after four months had passed was
‘ __a,viother @empt made at electing a bbard. N?nea of the ori-

gina]l members were ﬁz-elected. A secdnd pébject had in-
cluded as.pne of 1ﬁgﬁob3ect1ves thf esfablighment of a policy-
making youth board. While*preparihg for elections in the
‘local high schools the project administrator decided that

the you%hs were too radical and ?pncluded tﬁﬁt it would be

an érror to hold elections. Thus, the board has“neVer been

3 eétablished during the eighteen months of 1'ts existence. In

- ,
a third, the board was elected from the community with the

4

~

understaﬁding that 1t would make policy. When the director
of the sponsoring organigat;on 1mﬁosed extensive restric-
.\ tioné on what 1t could do; conflapt arose, By the end of
the first year, none of the youth members and few of the
adult membe;s were attending.meetings; in effect, the board
was dead. Where édvisory ﬂoards were appointed, for the
‘ ﬁost part, €hey were .composed of igfluential lay people in
) the community or professionals and are described as "ad ho? .
bbards." Generally, these boards met one or two times dur-
ing the first year or two 9f the project's life and appeaféd

to be.felatively uninvolved in the regular activities of the

it »

B project.
Several projects have undergone administrative reor-
ganization'aftg; about one year or even less, and others

have reorganized sfaffing patterns or programming activities,

nnAA
1».,;12
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In some cases, theseifctions were described aé a consequence .

. of existing difficulties in the project. Epr example, an

appﬁinted policy-making board could not agree on what the
obJectives of the program stould be, let alone priorities
for deve10ping it and thus was dissolved after about six
months and a new board was appointed. At the time of the
study, this board was still in thelprocess of considering
what the objectives of the project should be. In.other
cases, changes were instituted in responsé to the decisionj
to further specify goals and strategies and to improve pro-
gram functioning. One project eliminated its lowest level*
staff, part-time assistants from the commﬁnity, because they
were ‘too inexperienced to work independently, could not be
effectively supervised by line staff who were equally inex-
perienced and required tooemuch time from supervisory staff.
At the close of the first year, most of these pro-
Jjects still did not describe themselves as "fuliy operational."
Most specified obstacles and problems around implementing
their proéram and, interestingly, none of these problems
had been anticipated by the directors. What problems did
arise were defined solely as a consequence of external fac-
tors: funding agenby”pressures; sponsoring agency interfer-
ence; conflicting guidelines; lack of money. Inadequate
planning, poor leadership or hastily implemented programs
were rarely seen as“the source of difficulty. _ ‘
The sefond largest group of ‘projects (7) employed a

developmental ropch to programming. As a whoie, these

60113
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prajects were trying to develop by a process of "learning
through doiné?"‘ Some learnedlwell, others not. For these,
eséablishing‘an organizational structure was defined as the f
first activity. Once this was accomplished, most directors
agsumed that programming activities Qould«evolve naturaliy.

Thug, the firét activities for a new,project, once
funded, were to recruit and hiré.a dire;tor, an assistant
director, and to bbtain a physical facility (an office). ‘
Generally, thisOtook about two to six months. Most proJjects
had difficulty obtaining office space. Highly visible and
readlly accessiblexspace, that was reasonably comfortable and
available for rent, was difficult to obtain. Several proJeéts
began with temporary space, and one began'in the director's
home. ‘Some directors defined'this difficulty in obtaining
office space as Ln obstacle to project implementation while
others treﬁted it as a minor impedimeﬁﬁ. Once administrative
and supervisory staff were hireg, advocate staff were re-

cruited and hired from within the target community. Gen-
\

erally, this process covered a périod of two to four months..

.During this time, directors were beginning'to meet~31th ad-

mingt¢strators and.representatives of other agencles and organ-
izations in the community, to.explain the nature of the new
project and to develop informal, coopérative linkages with
fhem. T ’ ) . ’ '
Following this, staff~wére trained. Training tende&
to be done by administrative and supervisory staff. Except

in two projects it was relatively informal, covering a wide ‘

goiid
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range o time from a few days to six weeks. For some, it
was seen as a one shot process while for othersr?y was *

built into an ongoing staff development program. .

One project instituted a°formal six week training

progrdh for its indigenous paraprofessional staff. Soclal

“~

workers, teachers, pdfice and probétion officers.wére in-
vited to meet with the staff and describe their roles and
explaih‘their agency's programs. Social workers providéd’
1nstruction in interviewing skills; teachers explainédkthe
workings of the local school system; police and pfobation
officers jdentified some of their céncerns regarding com-
munity youth; representatives of other agencies in the'com-'
munity came to describe thelr own programs and'indicate what
relevant resources»existed for the new project. This training
program was rgpeated at the beginning of the project's second
year and both old and new staff were expected to part;cipate.r
Fur?hermore, by that time, the administrator of the pééject
had establi%hed a relationﬁhip with a local branch of a well
known college and staff were encoﬁfaged-to take courses lead-
ing to formal credentials.—

Staff traininQ provided another route for publicizing
some programs and mobllizing constituen¢les for them. Repre-
sentatives of social agencies, civicggroups, community organi-
zations, were brought to proJects to speak to staff and ex-
plain their agency'é function as well as to get clarification

about the qctivities of the new projects. Often,‘heetings

00115

-
@~




108

-

/ o
were held in the community with parent groups,bto‘pfovide

open forums for 1nf9rmai discuséion of commhnity problems
and issues and to elicit some 1nd1cation of community '
”priorities requiring advocacy type 1ntervention.

Specialized professional staff, such»as lawyers,
were much more difficult to recruit and in all projects em-
ploying such staff, the process lasted for between six to
eight months. Except for/this‘category, all of these projects
had a full compie&ent of staff by the end of the first six
months. "

In addition, two had established advisory boards com-
posed of professionals and oommunity influentials, The re-
maining four had deliberately deoidod not to establish a >
~board until the project was firmly established. |

'Some form of service pfovision - access services,vcoun-
seling, tutoring - or other activities such as planning or
data collection,, were'begun between the fiftH and eighth month
after funding. In particular, projects that offer more ;rg-
ditional services began providing them earlier than others.
When provided, advocacy activities began later. Contacting
the community - clients, potential clients; agencies, and or-
ganizations who were potential sources of referral as well as
other services - continued throughout this period. Toward
the end of the first year, aone of the projects even began to
actively organize coalitions with other organizations 1n/the

community, a task most postponed until the second year.

-
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"Housekeeping tasks" are described as a major bur-

den in the second half’of the first year. Report writing -

.from advocates: to supervisors; supervisors to administrators;

administrators to funding agencies - is a constant source
of irritation. This may be furthe} exacerbated by. the pre-

sence of outside evaluators who require additional‘reports

or paperwork.- In addition, proposals have to be prepared

and submitted for refunding. For some projects, especially
those withdht an eXplicit conceptual framework and a sense
N'mission , much of these tasks are seen as an enormous
burden. The reports often appear to be discrete; at other
times they seem overlapping. There is 1little sense of pro-
gress and often, problems are so varied and overwhelming
that the recording process appears to highlight them and
the‘function_oi feedback from such reports is lost.

By the end of the first year, these projects tend
to be somewhat ambivalent about what has been achieved.
Half state that the projects are still not fully operational.
Almost all find it necessary to redéfine their goals, nar-
rowing them down, making them more precise and limiting the
number of targets addressed. Similarly, all are concerned
with the need to re-think strategies previously employed
and restructure or redesign the nature of the program gen-
erg;ly.\ Four projects in this category have begun to im-
plement case advocacy and one has initiated class advocacy.
However, most feel that they are under pressure to provide

direct service and thus, advocacy activities receive less em-

(.\C;:‘? \ &g -
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’ ppasis than anticipated.
~ Confusion about’staff roles 1is pérvasive. in one
program, although the director and assistant. director have
a sense of a%pievement vis-a-vis the .community and other
agéhciés, they are constantlyagrappling with low staff morale.
Staff have been largely under-utilized throughout the life
of the project, and have little sense of 1nvolvement utility,
value or achlevement; thus a diminishing sense of commitment
to the project. 1In one other, some of the staff roles. have )
been rqdefined Severallfimes. Where role and function is '
clear, within a legal component for example, epfhusiaam and
~a strong sense of ;chievement exist. For gxample; ohe broJect
that has a lawyer on its staff is among the very few that
have 1mp1emented class advocacy on a regular basis. On the
other hand, where roles are unclear and rrequenfly restruc-.
tured and redefined, staff have little sense of direction
and morale is low. In two proJectsiwhere the major target for
change is the school, confusion about staff roles remained so
pervasives that a formal contract was drawn up specifying the
duties and obligations of both teachefs and advocates. 1In
+ ,one of these, several months into the prq;ect's second Yyear,
/)there was still no agreement by the teachers to this contract.
Finally, there 1s the third and smallest group, that

employs the approach termed structured programming. As a

whole, this group took a more deliberate approach to phasing

in the operations of the project. Most of them have as direc-
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tors, people who were heavily 1nvolVéd‘;n pianning the pro;
gr;m as well as operating it. As-one project director saiqd,
"ereating an organizational sgructﬁre is the first task for
the project, but it is essential that it not ée created 1in a
~vacuunm," .It had to be a s£ructure that would facilitate
’goal achievement aﬁa thus, each component part needed to be
carefﬁlly selected with an eye to fitting together board,
staff, consultants, so that as.a collective entitf 1t would
be more effective than as individuals. Although no project
managed to obtain exactly the staff desired, these were mdre
likely to than others. ‘

All of these placed a particularly heavy emphasis on
staff tralning involving about two to three months. Some
implemented training programs on an annual basis. One pro-
Ject, using'volunteers, carefully developed a training pro-
gram for them also. All stressed the use of specialist staff
or~outside consultants (lawyers, child psychologists, social
workers) for formal training purposes. In 6ne project lawyérs
were employed to instruct paraprofessional staff in the de-
‘tails 6f the state legiélative code regarding schooliné (e.g.,
under what circumstances can students be suspended? or how
long a period? With what kind of notification to studénts
and parents? Under what Eircumspances is corporal punishment
permitted? With what kind of restrictions?) Other experts
were used to teach staff about the structure of the school

system so that they would know where in the administrative
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hierarchy intervention could be most éffective. The 6ver-
all objective here was to provide staff with necessary train-
ing to act as advocateé for students.

Staff tenged,to be clear about their roles and
opehly ex;}essed a sense of achievement. In none were any
services providea before a miﬁlmum of six months a(ter
funding andiﬂor the most part, once begun, they expanded grad-
ually with a regular re;iew of programming, initiating
changes wherernecessary. ‘

Characteristic of this group 1s a sense of "mission"
mentioned by all staff including principal investigators,
direétors and line workers. Each was clear about the pro-
ject's objectives and strongly identifled with achieving them.
Although all of theserhave boards,'membership is appointed
rather than elecﬁed, and only three are feally active and
have some input into policy. Two boar:?fare composed sélely

of community elite and professionals; however, the executive

.director and staff of these projects are all indigenous youths,

thus ensuring identification with the community as well as in-
volvemént of the commﬁnityﬂinAthe project. Another board in-
cludes both community professionals and lay people. In each
project, board members are selected for their special‘cdbm-
mitment to the project.

In somey case advocacy activities were implemented
by the eighth month of the project's life while in otherss

not until the end of the first year. 1In all they are an in-
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.. tegral part{yof the program even when direct services are
provided also; -Class advocacy was 1mp}emen£ed‘by the end ~
Qf the first year in only one jproject. However, in both. ;‘ : .K
this one as’ well as the earlier mentioned projekt‘in which
class advocacy was implemented by this time, a lawyer is
a regular member of tne staff. Case and class‘advocacy‘are
integrated within the project but fegreghted by roles with
different people implementing each. Targets addressed by
these projects gré fewer in number than for others; they
tend to be the most specialized projects, specifically con-
centrating either on the school system or on the juvenile
Justice system. Housekeeping tasks ére described as less
. onerous for this group. Perhaps because t?ey are viewed as

documenting the progress and achievements of the project,

they are employed for feedback purposes.
‘ AN

14

OPERATIONS : )

“§}nce this study is concerned with valid child advocacy
proJecéé, the period of time in which a proJecEﬁbecomes opera-
tional is assumed to begin when case or class advocacy ac-
tivities are first provided. Projects are defined as "fully
operational” when advocacy activities characterize the ma-

Jor program component, (more than one half of project activi- .
ties) and ﬁsimiiar portion of staff time. At the onset of |

this study, \none of these proJects’were more than two and a
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half years old (since funding), and only three were more
than one ahd a palf years old. Of the twepty-thrpe projects

studied, only eleven had begun activitiés associated with.
operationalizing projects., Only two have completed this
proéess (the two oldest) while one other may be approaching
completion. Thus, at most, three projects have reached the
‘status termed "fully operatignal.” With such limited ‘
experience, whatever is said about the activities composing
this phase is necessarily tentative, Some\indication of pow
projects proceeded from their beginning activities to becoming
operational ma& be seen in the table below.

By the middle of the second year, two projects are
already expressing their doubts about their continued exis-
tence. Several continue to be concentrated on organizational
problems: directors changed, staff resigned or were discharéed,
boards were reorganized. Ingfhese proJects,‘;fforts con- ‘
tinue to be focused on internal problems and directbrs express
frustration with their inability to address programming is-
gsues. A few others are having obvious difficulties in their
relationships with the community. This is revealed in a -
variety of ways: services may not be adequ;tely u;ilized by
the community (e.g., few referrals are made); the project
may have no nstituency (where there are boards, membership
is inactive and new members are hard to recruit; few people
in the community may know of the project); advocate practi-

tioners ﬁay get caught up in providing a éfeat deal of direct
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el service which may ? needed but is not Fadvocacy, other agen-
cies and potentfal cliehts percelve the project as a° direct )
~,service agency rather than as an advocacy project. Advocacy - )
-case or class - becomes increasingly difficult to implement
Subsequ?nt conflict may arise within the staff\or between
{ptaff and administration and/or board. | o &\A
N For eight other projects, this period 1s one in which
the organization 1tself functions with minimal difficulty and

the project turns its efforts outward. ‘' Access services con-

tinue to be provided but with an increaaFd awarenege of the
" need. to remain informed about community resources and to «
follow—ug on individual referrals, Case adVocacy is implemen-
ted with érowing frggﬁency and -referrals to the projgct in—\s
crease'as credib lity becomes more widespread. gonsumers '
hear. about the project and view it as an effective resource;
\ 'othe; institutionslexperience Ynterventive efforts by pro-
Ve Ject staff. Extensive knowledge of the community, especially
of the relevant target system 1s defined as crucial in.this
period, by several directors. One project. that was addressing
'\a widely dispersed group of targets began to focus its in-
terventive efforts on one particularctaréet._
During this period, many of these'projects begin to
‘.. - seek ont other organizations® and groups to Join‘wiﬂl them: in
taking positions and actione on common problems. The devel-
opment of'coalitions i1s identified as essential by those who'

L -
recognize that certain problems cannot be addressed by only

| - one’ organization in the community. For example, a glue-

ERIC - oo




representative community boards, however, this is as likely
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sniffing problem among youths\may require qction.by parent
groups, the school, localobusiness organizations, as~well

as the city legislature. Changing laws.may require activiﬁ&
by é variety of~organizntions around the state. In gen--
eral, t@pro,jects are much better known by the end of
the second year; one even received natl onwide publicity
about 1its accompiishments.

Several became increasingly concerned with developing

to be ddne becauyse of funding- agency pressures as_beéanse
it is essential for éffectifg'implementation of the program. ~
With growing recognition of what is realisfic and possible
to achievé and what 1is not,~gdals are often redefined agéin
and madé more precise. There is beginning concern qith‘eval-
uation and a desire to verify selféperceptions of effective-
ness.,

By the middle of the second year, efforts at repli-
cation (or as one director terms it "exportation") were be- e
gun By three projects. One has been suffiéiently succéss-
ful that eight individuals in different communities have
been interested in replicating the original model Those

sites described as "least successful" are those where there "

was failure tai;ollow the model staffing pattern - using in-
digenous community youth as directors and staff and committed
professionals and influential lay people as board members.'

The most "successful" are described by the director as those v

L 8 o
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‘with widespread communit{ suppS?t and indigenous leadership.
In another, a sateilite'préject'was established and closed
after six months and the project's demise and the cammuni-
ty's failure to utilize its services was ascribed (by the
director and aséiséant director) to the fragmented n;ture
of the community, the absence of any cbnstituency~for the

program, the difficulty in obtaining competent indigenous
stgff and the weaknéés of project leaderbhip. A’ third pro-
Ject 1s only now in the process of replicating its program .
1n'severa; differenf sites; it remains to be seen whether it
can accomplish this satisfactorily. One other~§foJect was
asked by avnearby community to help and establish something
similar, It did a feasibility study of the community and con-
cluded that the absence of community support and indigenous
leadership precluded such a development at that time. The
director recommended that efforts at organizing the com-

'munit& and involving community groups in a planning process
be implemented before attempting to establish such a project.
Developing proposals for satellite projects and other re- ‘
lated pqueqts for new services such as alternative schools,
halfway houses, youth employmént programs,'occurs during this
period also, |

| For three operational projects anticipating proy;aton
of clagé advocacy as well as case advocacy, such intervention
is implemented by the end of the second-qear. Although six-
teen projects state tpat they intend to provide class advo-

cacy, only four have done so. Where class advocacy is pro-
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vided, it <is generally by different components within th7/’~ﬁ\\
proJec;; for example, staff may do case advocacy while
dirgctors'do class advocacy (tgis has other implications
to be discussed later). Projects exhibit a new type of
problem in this period. Funding agencies may pressure for
rapid expansion or replication of the proJecp: Directors
of projects receiviﬁg;widespread publicity may find them-
selves torn between M601ng into a larger arena or ancen-
trating on the immediate concerns of their own project and
the community it addresses,

Only three of the projects in the sample had
reached their third‘year of operation when studied in the
field and oné of these has continued as a volunteer effort
and never received formal funding. At this point, the pri-
mary cdncern<f%r‘these projects is the question of thelr °
survival. One of these three is a federally funded research
and demonstration project that has been notified that it will
not be refunded beyond its thirty-third month although it -
has been considered unysually successful by the community as
well as by independent ejglﬁators, influential professionals
and lay people throughout the country. Much of the direc-
tor's current effbrt is goiné‘into seeking alternative funds
either for this project or deyeloping othér proposals for new
funding. Staff are concerned, thinking about looking for
other employment, frustrated and expressing a sense of impo-

tence. "If a project is a proveﬁ succeég, why let it die?"

o
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_ber of targets, a thordugh knowledge of the target system
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they ask. :

A second pro%gct, supported wholly by voluntary
funds and with strong ties to the business comﬁudity and
private philanthropy, is facing similar problems. Private
fundiné on a cohtinuihg basis 1s difficult to generate; one
satellite project has managed to become self-supporting after
two and a half years, raising funds frgm within 1ts\loca1
community. However, others have not reached that point yet.
The central organization is actively seeking federél funding
now but has not as yet obtained any. Among other approaches,
one of its confederate group is considering a reorganization
and expansion of its QOard, in order to include more local
business elite in an effort at expanding local fund raising.
Another has decided to employ a '"development officer" whose
special job 1t would be to do fund raising outside of the
local community.: A

These three projects aré all 1mp1eﬂ%nt1ng both case
and class advocacy. 'However, one finds a cﬁ;flict between
the two and has decided to concentrate on the formef.; Two
project directors state that as their advocacy aet%vities in-

3N

crease and become obviously effective their constit¢

%

-

b

g
d

threat. All stress the need to straddle a fine 1ine®

pands but target institutions begin‘to view them m
between
continuing their efforts at affecting change at the same time
as they minimize direct confrontation tecﬁniques and reject

strong adversarial positions. Concentration on a 1imited. num-

;
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addressed, fact finding and documentation of every issue re-

quiring advoéacy, and substantive expertise are identifiled

és essential for effective negotiation and persuasion, WLth-

in this context, direct confrontation techniques are employed

less and defined as less necessary. Class advoéacy, derived
’ from an analysis of case advocacylactivities, with exten-

sive documentation of individual cases and support for posi-

tions.tgken, 1s increasingly 1mp1;mented. Possible use of

.legal aétion, in partlcular, class action suits, are seen

as an effecfive back-up for class advocacy.

Concern with internal organizational structure is
minimal; concerh with evaluation is high in order to docu-
ment achievements proving‘the value of the project. However,
primary concefn is survival - the search for éontinued existence,

.\ .
*  SUMMARY

To sum up, in this chapter we have looked at three
projects that are less than one year old; sixteen that are |
between one and one and one half; and four between two and ‘
two and a half years old, All; by the very fact that they
recelved funding or made the decision to establish a project,
have cbmpleted their beginning activities. Twelve are still
in the p£ocess of getting established. Employing the céi-
terion of beginning case or class adv9cacy‘in some for& as

demonstrating the onset of dperationalizing a project, eleven
'

- have begun this process'and of these one has almost completed

06129




it. Finally, two projects are considered to be ful%y opera-
tional.

In general, it appears to take six to twelve months
to plan a project. Activities that seem Wost characteristic
‘of this beginning phase include: the identification and diag-
nosis of a need or a problem in a community; the identifica-
tion of an objective; selection of an auspice; the design
oﬁ a structure. Where there seems to be more variance is
Qith regard to the following: how projects begin; the type
of leadership demonstrated; the development of a tonceptual
framework; the participation and involvement of consumers,
experts, other lay people and community organizations; who
develops the formal proposal where one is submitted and the
length of time between submission end actual fun&ing:

Establishing a proJecf takes about one year. Once
the process is begun, structuring the organization should
be completed at the end of about six months. That is, an
office should be obtained, most staff, in particular admin-
istrative, supervisory and line staff, hired and trained, '
and some community activities completed. Beginning in these
| first six months.but completed by the ‘end 6f the first year,
first targets and strategies are generally identified, clien- .
tele and referral sdurces contacted, specialist staff hirgh,
~first services provided and community participation expanded.

If an appointed board is planned, this too is, generally organ-

ized, convened and meeting regularly by the end of the first

¢6lo0
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year.

For example, by the twelfth month, twenty-two pro-
jects were providing some form of direct service. Of these,
twelve were providing access services and six had begun data
collection or a community survey. Eleven proJjects hgd begun
provision of case advocacy. Of this group, one began‘class
advocacy also and one other began class advocacy first
(through its legal component).

The greatest variance occurred during this period

. with régard to whether the project director hired was some-~

one who had been actively involved 1n'the beginning activi-
ties; whether or not specialized professional‘ptaff were
hired (lawyers, p;ychologists,bteachers, social workers, re-
searchers); the nature and extent of staff training; wféther
boards were elected or appointed, advisory or policy-making,
active or inactive; the extent of staff turnover; whether or
not administrative structure, staffing patterns; programs -
generally, were reorginized and why; whether roles were re-
defined and why; the number and Mispersion of targets addres-
sed and whether or not case or class advocacy was provided
and when.

Operationalizing a project begins in the first half
of the second year of a project's life. By the eighteenth
month, case advocacy is provided regularly and where there
is a legal component in a project, class advocacy 1s provided

also. Duriné the remainder of the second year project goals

are refined further and beginning effortsAare made regarding

CC1o
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the formation ofxqoalitinn@ composed of other organizations
or groups in the community. Where boards are elected, these
are convened and ark meeting regularly by the end of this
period. Some interest in evaluation yvthe documentation of
achievements and feedback related to the impact of prnjgpt
activities begins to be evinced.at'the end of the second
year.

Finally, although the experience is limited here and
conclusions are at best tentative, projects appear to be
fully operational sometime during their third year. Where
feasible, some may begin to attémpt replications or the es-
tablishmént of satellite or duplicate projects. Three have
begun this, hbwever, thus far, only one has been successful,
It generated the establishment of eight community projects,
seven of which have been in existence between one and two
years. At this point, the few projects that have lasted
this long are once dgainmgoncentrated on problems of organ-
izational maintenance, in particular, a search for additional :
funding in order to ensure continuity. ’

The next chapter w}ll begin with an attempt at fur-
ther conceptualization of the developmental phasés of these
projects. ;his will provide a basis for first efforts at
comparing and contrasting the activities characterizing pro-
Jects which are obvious failures and those which are ongoing
community child advocgéy projects. Following'this, the fo-

cus will shigt to the issue.of criteria, indicators and evalu-

ation points.
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CHAPTER V

PLANNING, INITIATION, IMPLEMENTATION, CONTINUITY:
A CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK FOR PROJECT DEVELOPMENT

The last chépter described the nature and extent of
the activities performed by child advocacy projects during

3 their first two and one half years and gave some indication

of when thé;aoccurred and how they appeared to cluster in )
certain periods of time. This chapter will be devoted to de-
veloping a conteptual framework for the process. Conceptu-
alization of developmental stages and tasks is essential to
derive an evaluative instrument that may be applicable to
all community child advocacy proJects, not Just the group
studied. The;chapter begins, therefo;e, with a review and
;1scussibn of the literature conceptualizing organizational
development, to see if any existing theoretical schemes are

' relevant for ordei}ng the process in child,advocacy Qfgﬁects.

" Since the use of a familiar vocabulary will facilitate under-
standing,vcommunication and the use of the evaluativ; instru-
ment, utilization of existing concepts is preferablé to de- '
veloping new}ones. There may be some difficulty in applying
these theoretical frameworks to the data because the exist-
ing schemes were developed~deQuct1ve1y rather than inductively,
Thus, wheré theory doés not fit reality, certain concepts may

"'nét be useful. Regardless, exploration‘of existing theory 1is

essential to select out what is most relevant for what has
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now been described empirically.

SOME CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORKS FOR ORGANIZATIONAL DEVELOPMENT

Earlier (Chapter II), mention was made of an
approach to differential evaluation‘that appeared to have
relevance and applicability for child advocacy proJects.1
This conceptual framewbrk identified three stages for pro- J;g
gram evaluation: program initiation; program contact; and
program implementation, Since this approach is derived from
studies of arganizational development, a summary of this
lite;ature will be helpful before assessing its possible
relationship to what has been derived empirically from the
projects.

Hage and Alken, from whose work the above framework
is derived, actually identify four phases in program devel-
opment2 evaluation, 1n1t1ation, implementation and routiniap-)
tion. Evaluation encompasses the 1dent1f1cation and study
of an existing need or situation and a diagnosis of the
préblem. Initiation ;nvolves d;signing the new program:hiden-
tifying obJectives and alternative strategies for achleving
these obJectives, éearching for resources - human, financial
and physical - to support the proposed plan. Implementation,
the third stage, involves taking the plan as designed and

Yripodi, Fellin and Epstein, op. cit.

2Hage and Alken, op. cit.
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putting it into action, making it operational. Finali;:\

routinization involves stabilizaton of the program¢(1m-
plied here.13 achievement of objectives, institutionaliza-
tion of the progrém, and the ability to continue even if
and when leaderfhip changes).

In eontrast to thih, Lawrence and Lorsch suggest

five stagesl

: diagnosis (identification of a problem or
nee¢d and determination of the relevant causative factors);
desigﬁ*{delineation of objectives and of an organizational
structure to implement them); action planning (the develop-
ment of alternative strategies and change methdda for
achievihg the above objectives and determining their se-
quential 1mplementation); implementation (translation of the
plan into action)s; and evaluation (the cnd of the first cy-
cle or organizational development and the beginning of the .
next; the comparison of the actual results with what was |
anticipated and diagnosing the variance and 1t§ causes).

As indicated earlier, the framework developed by
Tripodi, et. al., seemed highly relevant, initially, to the
current study. However, since this study was deliberately
designed to employ a developmental methodology - to study
a developmental process - it seemed appropriate to view the
life history of these projects empirically first, seeing whe-
t%fr there were natural stages through which projects devel-

oped, before applying a conceptual framework. Empirical

——

r

llawrence and Lorsch, op. cit.
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4

¢ analysis of the matenlal and consideration of the conceptual
frameworks reﬁorted ii the literature suggested that phe best
fit might be found by employing a three stage model 1ﬁvolv1ng
these categories: Planning, Initiation, Implementation. What
. fqllows reveals how this model evolved and why these concepts

were selected.

Planning

v

In reviewing the creation of these child advocacy pro-

Jects, it is immediately apparent that all activities re-

lated to beginning a new project involved a pe d of time ~ iaﬂw
hos

and a cluster of tasks quite distinct from the actual opera- g%%;
%

tion of a project. The distinctive nature of this phase is &

heightened for eighteen of these projects because this pro- ”f%yf»
: W .

cess culminated in the preparation of a foFmal proposal.
In addition, for most, there was a hiatus between the comJ“:ﬁﬂf
pletion of planning and a beginning effort at establishiﬁgfw
& project. For three to stx\months, almost all activity on
the project ceased, while planners waited for notification of
grant awards, Thus, for many projects there is a fairly
clear cut line of demarcation between planning and establish-
ing a project., Indeed, if this hiatus 16 too prolonged, |
some regression may be observed in later development. = For
example, these first activities provide a certain momentum'
‘for establishing a project. If too long a period of time

elapses, the developers may become involved in other activi-

00156
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ties;’ their commitment to the project may be diluted; simi-
larly, community interest may é%ift or wane; unforeseen fac-
tors or problemsimay arise. - .
In effect} the proposal as a formal document re-
flects an holistic process. Where the plan is not written
down, this\process may be more difficult to assess; regard-
less, this then appears to be the first stage in the'creation
of a chil advocacy project ‘ | ‘-
5 ‘ F r the group studied, the process was generated by
" one of four factors: the concerns, efforts and ideas of in-
dividuals; the availability of new funds for a specific type
of proJect the efforts of the sponsoring organization to
obtain addi ional fuﬂ&s for its own use; a specific grant |
of money from a funding agency for tbe development of a plan.
Once action is takeng, to begin a new child advocacy

\
pr%Ject, subsequent tasks acaopmplished during this period

include-

The determination and documentation or a need or

problem in the community.

The delineation of a specific target community and
a target population. '

The participation of a wide range-of interest groups
in the community- consumers, experts, influentigl

.
lay people, org anlzations.

o
]

Specificationvof obJectives or goals. 5
RS . . . ' f] :

I

) ! |
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- The cholce of, targets for intérvention, levels of..

intervention and interventive methods and techniques.
- The design of an appropriate structure.

- Selection of an auspice or obtaining the support
of the existing adminigtr tive structure for a

‘new program component,

- The search for funds.

In attempting to'coﬁceptualize this process Lawrence
and Lorsch i1dentify three separate stages which all relété
‘to these activities: dlagnosis, design and action-planning.
Diagnosis involves determination of needs or problems: de-
sign involves specification sf goals, process and strﬁctugf;
action-blanning involﬁes identification of targets for
charnge, change methods and 1nt$rventive strategles, and
planning for the séquential development of ;?plementgtion.
Hage and Aiken include all of the above in the stage called
evaluation as well as in a portion of their second stage,
1nitiation.’ Tripodil includes these within the stage of pro-
'gram Mﬁitiation, but adds such ther activities as obtaining
physical, financlal and human resources in addition to es-
tablisgingvan organ}zatiqnai structure. In-viewing—the-life
history of these projects, this last group of activities
appears at a distinctly différent period of time. Williams
refers to this cluster as program design,ﬁgvgever, this

seems to be too static-a concept to encompass the variety

66138




131

of processes and actiﬁities‘accomplished in this phase.1
None of'the stages conceptuexized above seems to appro-
priately capture the whole process followed by these pro-
~— ‘
Jects.
‘ In contrast to the above, Kahn's planning paradigm
does seem relevant for conceptualizing this phase of, proJect -
development f Included in his concept of the planning pro- /i
cess are: planning instigators, exploration of relevant .
realities and preferences, definition of the planning task,
policy formulation and programming. Planning instigators
are what stimulate and initiate the planning process.

His concept of the definition of the planning task

‘eneompasses a process by which objectives are arrived at in-

ductively, through the exploration of relevant facts and an '\\ﬁ\
assessment of values and preferences. An adequate investif

gation implies the presence of those activities identified

in theAlast-chapter es integral to beginning a child'advocacy
project: widespread involvement of “the relevant conmunity,
eonsumers as well as well as appropriate experts. Essential

to the careful definition of.the planning task is the inte-
gration of facts, breferences, and political feasibility in

oraer to determine viable objectives. In fact, according to

Kahn, it is this inductive process by which objectives are N

\> 1Williams, Social Policy Research, pp. 4-5.

2

Kahn, Theory and Practice of Social Planning.
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defined rather than thevarbitrary\determination of obJjec-
tives and subsequent search for solutions that is so cru-
cial to this phase. 1In effect, clear definition of the
planning task delineates the mission of.the pfoject, an
essential’cqmponent of planning as well as pfogram develop-
ment. l

Policy formulation provides a general guide to ac-
. tion., It 1s analogous to the action planning phase of
Lawrence and Lorsch and involes the identification of tar-
gets fof 1ntervention,’levels of intervention and inter-
venﬁive strategies. Finally, programming focuses on de-
signing the program, which then has to be made operational.

Thus, all tasks already 1dent1f1ed as integral to
the first'phase in the creation of child advocacy proJects,
may be encompéssed within Kahn's concept of planning. As
mentioned earlier, for most of the projects studied,“the
process £ook between six and twelve months., Whether or not
the amount of time ﬁpent 1ﬁ planning relates to the adequacy
of the plan, or what the critical variables are in this .phase
remain as yet unidentified. ’

One final note about the planning phase. One task,
obtaining community participation and involvement, was des-
'qribed as "difficult to achieve" in certain types of communi-
ties, by several directoré. In particular, those communities

which are characterized as fragmented, having no sense of

community identity or cohesion, with no indigenous leadership
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" or community organizations, require initial effort at
.organizing before they can be mobilized to suppart or”

even utilize a child advocacy project. Communities that
have seen a large number of federal programs come and go |
tend to be equally suspicious of a new project. (Such
hostility to federal programs as well as other consequghces
of shoftytefm federal funding, qi&l be discussed further,

in Chapter‘VIiI) Special efforts are required to arouse the
interest and support of such communit;es. Communities which
have been subjected to several research studies by’univer-
sities or teaching.hospitais seem to be equally hostile to
projects sponsored by such institutions. 1In addition, ad~
vocacy interventions which begin with a surVey of community
needs often engender immediate negative reaction by communi-
ties that have been studied and restudied and want to see
action and'ndt further study. For such communities, a plan
involving an initial survey may immediately "turn off" the
community and result in 11m1ted involvement and support.
Finally, communities whichué}e substantially deprived economi—
cally - with extensive poverty and high unemployment rates -
often viewed child advocacy proJjects as'irrelevant to their
priorities, Projects did not receive their support uniesé
goals were relatively précise and clearly relevant to imme-
diate needs. Thus, the nature of the target community may
needvto be carefully considered when planning a child advo-

cacy project.

I 4
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Initiation

The second}stage in the development ;?§?Eild advocacy
projects begins for most .when they obtain funding. Activi;
ties related to establishing a project begin when a decision
is made to go ahead either because it has been funded; it
has been authorized to plan by a funding source or sponsoring
agency; orj)a group of people have decided to organize a pro-
ject. For the three projects without formal funding, two
had staff assigned to begin operations and one decided to
proceed on a volunteer basis. ‘

This phase encompasses part‘of what Tripodi and Hage
and Aiken term Program Initiation - the search for financial,
physical and hum;nﬂresources to implement the proposed plan. «
Similarly, it encompasses all of what Lawrence and Lorsch
call Implementstion or trsnslating the Q}an‘into s6tien.. It
begins where kahn's concept of the p%ogrsmning“phase of f
planning ends - in other words, after the p}ogram is designed -
with the first efforts at operationalizing the program,

" In reviewing the experience of child sdvocscy prejects,

* 1t appears that there is a definite distinction both in time,

focus, nature of activities and of the effort expended by

_ the staff, between getting the program organized and established

and its actual operation. Williams uses the térm project
organization to describe the time when the project concentrates

on internal organizational development, placing less em-

&
phasis (although some 1s essential) on external developnment,

05142
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It involves the recruitment and hiring of administrative,
" superylsory and line staff (genefally this is done se-
queﬁtially); obtaining an office; training staff, recruit-
ing and organiziqs a board; identifying and mobilizing a
‘constituency; contecting other agencles and explaining the
nature of the new project; identifying short-term.goals
andhobjectives and ranking them; specifying first targets
for intervention and fi;st strategles.

Some of these tasks are sequential (e.g., hiring an
administrative staff who recruit, then hire line staff; then
train staff); some are simultaneous (while staff are recruited,
hired, and tfained, the community is involved through the
process of recruitment of staff and board members as well
as through the use of other agency representatives as re-
source people for training.)

( Program Contact 1s the second stage described by
Tripodi, whe employs it as a separate phase for evaluation
purposes. In studying the 1life history of these ;rojects,
it is obvieus that this phase involving contact with potential
program Beneficiaries, is not chronologically distinct from
other stages. Quite the contrary, in several prbjects, what
might be described as consumer participation or consumer
‘involvement is integrated into every phase from planning to
operationalizing a project. Thus, treating it as separate
and distinct, indeed as‘anything else but a task for each

phase, would be both dysfunctional and invalid.
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For child advocacy projects, this phase, termed

Project Initiation, involves both structuring the organi-

zatlon as well és initiating yirst actions and services.
Among the major tasks addressed are: |
- Integrating the organizational mission into the
framework o£ the project. (The commitment of
leadership to projett objectives; training of
staff).

- Establishing an organizational structure that will
facilitate achievement of objectives. (Hiring

staff,‘establishing‘boards, defining roles)

- Obtq}ning sanction and legitimacy for the project
(théWZdentification, organization, and mobilization
of a constituency, accomplished by such means as:
recruiting and hiring indigenous staff, organizing
boards composed of community representatives - lay

and/or professional; establishing linkages with

other community organizations.) \\\\\

- Specifying goals, in particular first targets for

intervéntion andfinterventive strategies.

- Beginning provision of services.
This phase takes about one year to camplete In
general structuring the organization (obtaining an office,
hiring staff, training SQaff3 first efforts at community

involvement) takes about six to eight months to complete.

00tdid
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7\  Identification of first targets and strategies maf begin
' during this period, however, it is completed and services’
fi'and other related activities are first provided after

another six months,.

Implementation |

Operationalizing new projects, in other words com- b

pleting actlivities related to the initiation phase as wellw : \
\

]

as the next group of activities, was inevitably longer than \
project directors anticipated. Sarason, in his study of \

Al

the creation of new settings, comments: \

I have never talked to a leader of a new setting 4
who did not say that he had underestimated how ‘
5 long it would take for the setting to become

operational. Some of the leaders said they had

vastly underestimated how long it would take and

that this had adverse personal and organizational
consequences,l

The start-up time for projects located in poor
communities, with indigenous paraprofessional’staff may take
longer than anticlipated because staff lack expertise and ex-
perience and require additional time for training to develop
thié.

/ Projects that have an innovative conceptual frame-

work also appear to require longer to implement than more

conventional programs, Related to this,.projects that pro-

vide traditional case services tend to begin service provision

lgarason, op. cit., p. 201, Footnote.’
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earlier than those that concentrate on advocacy activities,

In genéral, communicating this new conceptual framework to

'staff, training them in new roles, explaining the new pro-
Ject to the community‘and finally, translating it all into
action, requires adequate 1f,not extensive time.

Finally, éroJécts that have widespread community
involvement in the planning and initiation phases, and
projects in which staff as well as directors participate
in decision-making, all take more time to become operational
than others. Whether or not these factors also appear to
result in more effective implementation once that stage 1is
achieved, remains to be seen.

Implementation is dqfined by Lawrence and Lorsch as
the phase in which the action plan is translated into action; Z
by Hage and Alken as the stqge in which the program becomes
operational; by Tripodi, similarly, when programs are fully

operational and outcomes can be identified amd measured.
-

Similarly, for child advocacy projects, implementation
i1s the stage in which the project bécomes operational. The
major characteristic that distinguishgs this from the ear-
lief phase 1s that the stress here is on the project's ex-
ternal relationships, rather than on organizational main-
tenance. It begins once the project is fully structured and
beginning to provide service and ends when the full compie-

ment of advocacy services planned for are ‘provided; when

those projects defining "systems intervention" or class ad-

o | 00146
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vocacy as a goal, are in fact able to implement it; when -
the project's major effort is on programming rather than

organizat ional maintenance; when more than half of staff

time/is going toward the provision of advocacy services;

when advocacy aétivities constitute a major portion of the

program; when the project can be successfully duplicated

elsewhere; when goals are sufficiently specified and de-

fined in measurable terms.

Among the tasks for this phase are:

-.Retaining commitment of le adership and staff to

the project's mission.

- Strengthening and expanding the sanction for

advocacy.

\}

- Effective and efficient use of project energy: that
is concentration on advocacy activities and limit-
ing the number and dispersion of targets addressed
and strategies employed. ‘ \/3

- Provision, where -planned, of case advocacy.
" - Provision, where planned, of class advocacy.

- Integration of a series of devices to ensure con-

sumer and community accountability.
TN

- Beginning efforts at replication of a project.

- Documentation of achievements.

C0147




140

Implementation for those child advocacy projects
completing this phase, begins gometime during the second
year after funding and takes approximately one to two
years to complete. Only two of the projects studied cur-
rently appear to have achieved fully operational status
" and those are two of the oldest projects studied. Even
they have expressed some question as to whether they have
really obtained that status. (Indeed, an interesting note
is that directors of those projects that appeared furthest
along towards implementation tended to raise the most
interesting questions about the operational status of their
own projects.)

This implementation phase of project development is
crucial for evaluation purposes since until this phase is
completed, evaluation of project outcomes or impact is im-
possible. Williams stresses the importance of this pro-
cess, saying:

The question of implementation is one of the
most fundamental of all the issues facing a
large-scale organization. In its most gen-

eral form, an inquiry about implementati on
capabllity (or, more accurately, specification-
implementation) seeks to determine whether an
organization can bring together men and material
in a cohesive organizational unit and motivate
them in such a way as to carry out the organiza-
tion's stated objectives.l

Whether or not a program ever achieves this stage

of being Tully operational"” (or fully implemented), is the

1w1111ams, Social Policy Research, p. 144
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crucial quesjion for’ outcome evaluation purposes. Deter-
minétion of what factors influence the project's capacity
for reaching this stage is thus ¢f enormous importance.

Williams suggests the importance of prggram design and
/

-

specificity, the development of a §ouﬁd organizational struc-
ture and the presence of competent leadership as criteria

for evaluatihg this capacity.l In effect, he has intrb-
duced an initial dist or prerequisites essential for pro-

gram 1mp1ementaﬂon. Viewed within the framework of a develop-
mental process, as tasks for different phases within this
process, .one can study how this capacity develops - which ’
factors contribute to its existence and/which will impede

its development.

Continuity

Finally, what Qappens once & project achleves this
statgg,and is dgfined as fully operational? How>1is effec-
tive perfarmance demonstrated?

Lawrence and Lorsch describe a sfage called routini-
zation in which the developmental process achieves 1p;
objectives and seeks validation through identification of
measures of performance“or effectiveness. It 1s~atfyhis
point that outcome or impact evaluation is viable.

There does 'not appear to be any such phase for the

lrbid., pp. 1444145
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projects included in this study. As the period of formal{
funding comes to a close and often during the whole year '
prior to this, much of the project's effort is devotedwto
finding new sources of funding in order to stay aliv%. ‘
This fight for survival has overﬁhelied at least one pro-
Ject, 1éav1ng staff frustrated gnd impotent and leaving
a legacy of anger, bitterness, and resentment in the
community. (For the fortunate-few that manage to survive
by scrounging additional funds from a variety of sources -
and some of these were seen during the course of our lﬁst
study - advocacy p;ojects that are now five, six or seven
Years old - each year is viewed as a possible iast'and con-
stant energy goesvinto fund raising.) \—‘~5
Only two of the proJectslincluded in this study are
at this stage; and it is highly progﬁble that funding will end
for one just as it achieves it. Since short-terﬁ»funding
is characteristic of mogt federal projects, and of all child
advocacy projects, a mﬁ%or issue for all of these is the in-
appropriate time frame employed for outcome evaluation. As
evidenced by this group, projects can rarély become fully
operational in much less than two and a half years ané oﬁf—v
come énd impact evaluations cannot ¥e implemented with valid

4

expectation of measurable results before this time.

Summarx

In summary, this dhapter has reviewed existing theorieé

of organizational déﬁélopment and selected those concepts which

06150
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seem moga,relevant fo}‘the curr%nt study. - Three develop-
mental stages have been iden’tified‘:‘planninge, initiation’
and implementation} and the dajor tasks for each phgse have
been described. A fourth phase, contlnuity, has beef’ sug-}

™~
gested however, none of the proJects 1n this study have

reached this stage. Although this may be a sonsequenee.of
the age of the projects included in this study, it is é&ite
'possible that the nature of the advocacy proféss 1s such
that project continuity is neither feasible nor desirable.
on the other'hand; it is equaily possible that the nature
'bf avallable funding précludes project cdntinuity. Data
availasie frdd this study does not permit any.qonclusions N
here. Based on these phases and their related tasks, the

next dhapter will attempt to identify developmental standards

#
and tentative criteria for evaluating child advocacy pro-

~, Jectg at each stage. . ‘ . L
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CHAPTER VI
v DEVELOfMENT OF AN INSTRUMENT FOR ;;EFERENflAL EVALUATION
Although outcome and impact studies face obvious.
_problems, an extensive body of theory and knowledge al-
ready exists regardigg this approach to evaluation.  As-
suming the validity of the definition of child advocacy

developed earlier (see monograph) such evalugtion studies

~

woﬁld require the translation of this definition into ob-
jective,‘measurable criteria. For example, potential mea-
sures of impact for class advocacy, might be: changed laws,
revised pudgeés, personnel change; for case advocacy, these
might be: service obtained for a child who has been refuséa
service, reinstatement of a student Who has been inappro-
priately suspended from school.

The difficulty in using such impact measﬁres early
in the higtory'}f child advocacy projects is that\ when one
looks at child advocacy prdjects in "real life," they take

(/ much longer to develop than most researchéfs, administrators;
and project directors realize, and certainly much ionger
than is generally anticipated when the project first b;gins.
Impact studies at this‘pointtin time would make no sense
for almostrall of the projgcté studgsd, yet obviously it is‘
essential to have some idea of how well they are doing en

route: How far along is a project to becoming operatiSnal?

@ | 65152
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How does it compare with other similar projects at thc same
point in time? What is the likelihood offits becoming an s
"effective" child advocacy project?. For federal agencies .
such information 1s cruclal, since decisions must be made
annually rezarding refunding of projects, or directing pro-
Jects to make changes 19 programs, leadership, auspices, if

they appear necessary - even though impact and effectiveness
measures would be premature at the point when the decision

needs to be made.

4,

Thus, the issue becomes:Ahow does one evaluate a
child advocgcy project after six or twelve or eighteen
months? What criteria can be employed that would pgrmit
sﬁch 1nterim evaluation? Essential for the development of
such interim "process" criteria, is a definition of what ul-
timately is a "good," "effective," or "successful" fully
mature child advocacy prdoject. Théipresent study represents
an attempt at déveloping such criteria inductively. Since
very few of thése projects are actually fully operational, it
is particularly difficult at this'point to iaentify criteria -

precision, However,
successful" fro:
to those stages organizational development in which impact
. >

studies would be premature. For this purpose, although it is

difficult as yet to arrive at any completgly firm, positive
//,

-

[l
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Judgements regarding successful child advocacy projects, one
can make a rough categorization of "failure," by identifying
the projects that are obviously unsuccesgful. For example,
the directors of three projects openly acknowledged that
their projects were noet child advocacy at 311; tﬁo others
have readily admitted they have no identifiable program after
over one year, and one of these is providing no service at
all; three mofe'have stated that their projects are "in dif-
ficulty," are unclear as to the cause but have doubts about
the value and continuity of their enterprise.

In short, for a first approximation of "failure,"

there are eight projects, as faollows:

Non-Advocacy Projects 3 N
Projects with No Program 2 EF “
Projects in Difficulty 3

Although the non-child advocacy projects and those with
no service or program after one year, are obvious failures,
the third category is ;ess clear-cut. Acknowledgementkbﬁkﬁyﬂ
dafficulty may be a function of a project director's honesty,
thus, these projects may be no less successful than others,
Just mor? open about admitting it. Regardless, the group
does provide a point of departure for further analysis, for
seeking indicators of what 1s‘(or was) to come. |
Identification of these eight as "failures" leaves

a group of fifteen projects which by default would be con-

‘sidered more or less successful or at least, breliminarily,




‘referenne to advocacy, in any material re
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as "non-failures." %éince none of the eight projects by
defThition has reached the third phase of development, im-
plementation, nothing can be learned about that phase from
this group. However, if one reviews the life history of
these eight up until that point, and compares the activi-
ties performed by them with those of the "non-failures," |
one might begin to hypothesizé about some possible corrélates
of failure and some tentative indicia of difficulty in each

phase - some tentative prognosticators of problems in later

phases.

ACTIVITIES CHARACTERISTIC OF EIGHT "FAILURES"
NG I NING AND 11ON E

Non-Advocacy Projects

Of the three projects that acknowledged the inappro-

~priateness of the child advocacy label, one was labeled as

an advocacy project by the funding agency, unbeknownst to

the project. It is a research and demonstration project

that provides day care for the infants of teenage mothers.
Neither in the proﬁosal, in actual practice, nor in an inter-
view with the former project director is there any mention

of child advocacy. The funding agency's purpose in categor-
izing this project as "child advocacy" is unclear. However,
the obvioué inappropriateness of thé caﬁegorization is appar-
ent as early as in - the formal proposal. ;ﬁe absence of any

-

ated to the plan-

\
)
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ning of the project let alone in actual practice, would im-
mediately exclude it from any evaluative study of child ad-
vocacy proJecés. / ' .o

The second is a family advocacy project in which the
director stated that the label was affixed to the project by
its sponsoring organization%a family service agency. The

term "family advocate" is used in the proposal, but it is

never defined. The role, is described as traditional casenork

and the obJectiyes specified_in.the proposal all relate to
direct servicé provision and.cobrdination. ﬁeither the
directcr cf the‘broject nor the "family advocate" was in-
volved with the proJect when it e?g’planned Neither knew
anything about ,how or by whom the proposal was prepared
therefore, neither knew whether any of the participants had
any clear concept of advocacy or why the label was used
Both were totally unfamiliar with the concept or what its
implications might be for programming. The project is a )

neighborhood service center, has been operating for about

one and a half years; Advocacy activities as such are not
F a .

%

defined as any part of the program, which provides info mation

and referral services, counseling, tutoring and a variety of
other services (e.g., employment counseling,_food stamps,
emergency public assistance)

The proposal for a third projegt does spell out an
advocacy concept, identifies a role for older youth advo-

cating for younger, and describes a training program to pre-

pafe inexperienced youths for this role. Nelther the director

00156
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N
nor th# assistant director was involved in the planning
phaseJ/ The sponsoring agency, which had first sought
funding’foi the proJect,&Nas in the process of political
reorganization and thus, no effort was made to establish

.
the project for one year subsequent to funding. No staff,

«

admihistrative or otherwise, were hired until then. During

the initiation phase, the training program was first imple-

mented, then changed and then partially eliminated. 1In

particular, the focus on advocacy was eliminated. It was ’ ™
described by the director as not really relevant to the core
of the'program which provides recreational, tutoring and
counseling sérvices. In addition, a major objective of this
delinquency prevention ﬁroject as stated in the proposal,
was the active involvement of youth in planning'ané making
policy for the préject. This was to be implemented first

by the establishment of an ad?isory board compose&Jof mem-
bers elected from local high schools. After one and a

half years, this board has not been organized because the
youths are described.as "too radical." Currently, efforts

are belng made to recruit board membership from among those

youths regularly attending the various project centers.

Projects With No Program

One project is providing no services of any kind
after almost one and a half years. The project was planned

and the proposal developed by the staff member of a volun-

-
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tary agency. She resigned just at the time that the proposal
waé fundedty As proposed, the project was to'organize parents,
professionals, and influential lay people into a volunteef
grou; which would focus on class advoéacy in the community,
in particular, arouﬁd the mental health or related needs of

- children’and their families. Monitoriﬁg of existing service
systems, lobbying and related activities were to be imple-
mented by citizen volunteers in a county that has been char-
acterized as unusually "AZSpardte” with a large population
of physically mobile blue collar workers, a émall upper mid-
dle class and professional group, and a largely underser-
viced and segregated chicano community. Several parents of
handicapped children participated in the initial planning of
the project. No other parent groups or organizations in the
community were involved during this phase. In addition, the
membérship of the existing voluntary agency that was spon-
soring the project, did not participate in the planning pro-
cess and were unfamiliar with the proposal until it was
funded. |

Among the first activities performed once the project
was initiated was the establishment of a policy-making board
composed primﬁrily of pafents of handicapped children. How-
ever, the nature éf the handicap varied. Infense conflict
eﬁupted among board members as to which handicap required
greater advocacy. During the séﬁen‘months that the board ex-

isted, no agreement was reached regarding priorities for the

project; and finally, the director dissolved the board. Sub-

- 05108
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sequently, a more widely representative board was appodinted
but there 1s still no agreement as to the first focus for

.
. this citizen group.

Another project was planned as an internal advocac;\\\\\
prog{gm, to monitor the services of a large 1nst}tution as .
it related to children.” The project has no separate funding;
instead two staff members were assigned to it from other parts
of the program. No specific problems were identified dur-
ing the planning phase, but merely a general concern with
the unresponsiveness of the 1nst1tutidn to children's needs
and their low priority generally. No objectives were ever
identified, nor was.there any indication of how services were
to be changgd if the staff identified problems or poliCies |

<

needing to be changed. No commitment of higher administration
s

-

was evef obtained for the support or implementation of the

{
project. \

N .
When the prbject was initiated, staff were left on :

their own to decide how to progress. No training, supervision;ﬂ
clarification of objecti%es or»desigﬁation of strateglies were
forthcoming. Staff were unclear as to their roles and so was
the target system that they were addressing. Thus, other
%;aff perceived them as "spies for the administration" while

//lhe administration defined them as low-level staff and equated
them with their peers. One staff member, after abbut one

year, became completely involved with providing services on

a single ward and its Fﬁiated out-patient service. The other,

60159
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wﬁh was to be involved with neighborhood health service
proj@cts, is providing direct services,there in gddition
to sghe community organizing activities. After the first
year, hhe project staff no longer defined it as an effort
at internal advocacy. . The institution is described as '"too

large and too comple x to be changed." None of what was

planned has been initiated.

Projects in Difficulty

-

Three projects described themselves as "in difficul-
ty" after sixteen months. One of these was designed to be
a "community development model of child advocacy" which de-
pended heavily on community participation and involvement
~ for its initiation and implementation., A prior proposal had
been prepared by thF”§ponsoring organization with an objec-
tive and a design tﬁat the community supported.r This pro-
posal was rehected By the funding agency which then suggested
tha€ a proposal be submitted for a "community development
odel child advocacy project." A professional proposal wri-
ter was hired to prepare the proposal and it was subsequently
submitted and approved for funding. No consumers, relevent
groups, or organizations in the community were involved in
the planning process and the principal investigator has des-
cribed the proposal as "poorly designed" with broad, diffuse
objectives and no clear 12d1cation as to how these were to be

-

achie?ed. ‘It was prepared to meet funding ‘agency guidelinés.

0130
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When the project was initiated, staff were trained within
a few days and services were provided within the first few
‘months. Staff were unclear as to obJectives and roles; they
ten@ed to view the project as a source of enployment. Sar-
vices ngﬁfgre provided include information and referral,
some counseling and some community organizing. When inter-
viewed about advocacy activities, staff were unable to des-
cribe any case or class advocacy. | \“*’/{
' The last two proJects are unusual for this cate-

gory of "failures'" in that they placed great stress on con-
sumer involvement and participation 4 ng the planning phase.
One is the project described earlier thpt assured the com-
munity of the establishment of a child advocacy prodect‘well
before funds were obtained, organized elections for lay
and professional board members and conﬁened the board. Leader-
ship was abtivef%hroughout the planning process; tgzre was
widespread invdlvemen: of relevant interest groups in the
cohmunity. The proJect's design is very similar to that of
another child advocacy project in the same city, one that is
included in the "non-failure" éategory. If anything, this
project accomplished more numerous and more extensive activ-
ities than most of the othef pqojpcts during the planning
phase. | ,

What happened during the initiation phase which thus
far has precluded the project from~becom1ng operational?
First, leaders, who had been actively involved in planning

the project, withdrew from the leadership role at the onset

ERIC 008161
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at that time. Close to one and a half years after fundiné{ ‘¢
this proJect still was not operational. Gﬂly after addi-
tional time elapses will it be known whether ‘this ma jor
administrative reorganization will facilitate the process
of operationalizing the project.

The last project included in this group "in diffi-
culty" is one in which the leaders worked cBosely with the

major organization in the community to develop a proposal

that would satisfy consumer needs and wants. The proJect

is designed tq?implement changes in the local school system.

The design of the project eschews a conflict model and em-

ploys instead a ansensual-cooperative model for implement-

ing such change. However, school administration and rele-

vant personnel did.not participate in planning the pro-

Ject. Neither during the planning phase nor during the

initiation phase were objectives specified. A major problem ’
for. .the project is that the community perceives it as func-

tioning in an adversarial role vis a vis the school, and

‘sees it as inadequate in thié role; while the school views

it as adjunctive to its system, and resists any efforts at

intervention. Both project and school staff were unclear

about advocacy stdff roles, and after more than one year an
impasse was reached. Concerted efforts were made to clarify . °
staff rales; however, school staff still did not concur’
with those specified. Several months later, objectives and
strategies still were not specified. One conclusion reached

by project leadership is that the target is too powerful and

C5i6% E
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of the initiation phase. Instead théy assumed an advisory
and consultant role. The elected board took on responsibil-

| ity for making all pblicy for the proJect and recruited and
hired the director and staff (althougha full complement of
staff was never hired during the first year). The project
direcﬁor employed was someone who had been completely un-
related to the planning proceés earlier and who was dominated
by the board which ®ntinued to maintain complete responsi-
bility for major policy decisions. Neither staff nor di-
rector had any input into decision ma.king?r Furthermore, the
board itself was composed of members who had conflicting
ideas about policy. No decisions were reached during the
first year about action targets and strategies;‘staff were
often given conflicting d%rect;ans by the board and project
director. The consequence was that most of the first year
was spent coping with intra-organizational confliect. Although
some information, referral and counseling services were pro-
vided, advocacy activities were not implemented and nq‘ciear
objectives or priorities were ever delineasgﬁ: Before’ the
end of the first year, when it came time for elections to be
held for the board, the principal 1nvest£gator intervened.
Several staff members were discharged; new ones hired; the
remaining staff positions that had been open all year were
filled; the board was left temporarily vacant; and the policy-
making role was assumed by the principal 1nve§%1gator. After
four nmonths, a new board was elected including none of the

earlier members. Only limited authority was assigned to it

00163 P
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the strategles too diffuse for changing the school. An alter-.
native conclision 1s that the staff dld not have ‘the skills
necessary to intervene in such a comple; taiget s;stem.

Based on the experlience of this group of“eiéht‘. "
tentatively labeled "failures" the foiibwing sumnarizes the
activities (or lachof activity) that appears to be charac-
teristic. This 1list ig'organized in such a4 way as to indicate,
first, how and when one can recognize that a proJeét is not a
child advocacy project; and second, what the ipdicia might be
for "difficulty," "problems," or "failure" in either the ,’
planning or initlation phase. | V

@+

INDICIA OF NON-ADVOCACY

In the Planning Phase

5 ' - oY
1) No use of the term "child" or "family advocacy"

in the proposal, memorandum or other planning

document .

~

2) No indicatidn that any ;f the planners deflned
the perect-as a child advocacy project (e.g.,
a statement‘by the project director that c¢hild
advocacy was never discussed as relevant to the

proJEct).

3) Use of the term "advocacy," but no definition
of what 1s meant by this. )

00164
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¥ | 4) Inappropriate use of the term, for.example, to

describe traditional service troles or direct

\ serviceé.
* 5) Absence of any .objectives related to advocacy.
» ! o p .

In the Initiation Phase 4

6) The project director's ignorance of the mean-
S 1ing of child advocacy or its relevance for the

- project.

R > © 7) Elimination of that part of the program design

. Mhich related to child advocacy (eliminating

s

o ‘; §péc1f1c advocacy training; eliminating specific -

objectives related .to advocacy).
> m
. ‘ |
8) Absence of any special training for advocacy

staff, or any sbecified advocacy objectives.

ho2d
4

+~ INDICIA OF DIFFICULTY AT.EACH \PHASE (OR PROGNOSTICATORS
OF PROBLEMS AT A FUTURE’PHASEL

e

In‘the Planning Phase s * p

1) Planning not begun by 1nd1v1dua1 1n1tggt1ve( )
gFor example, planning hggun in response t0
. . ) A fﬁnding~agency initiatives, sponsorihg agency

initiatives, or fﬁnding agency grants.)

L 3
¢

" - 2) Need forvéhild adVocacy not widely recognized or

ERIC \ o accepted in the copmunity.

. 00165
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.3) Project poorly designed.
. A . .
a) no clear diagnosis of need or problem,
b) poorly selected target community and
target population.
cg no conceptual framework for the project.
no clear idea of what is meant by child
advocacy. ) '

»

4) Failure to involve all facets of the relevant

‘ community in planning for the -project.

5) (For“new components of existing projects only)
" Failure to obtain administrative support for a_

new program, ¢

In the Initlation Phase

6) Project poorly structured:

) Project director not involved in planning
project, 4

) No training for advocate staff (or only

)

o ®

very brief training of one to two weeks).
Failure to involve all facets of the rele-
vant community.

No further specification of objectives,

No specification of advocacy targets.

No specification of strategies.

(]

O AQ

A}

7) Existence of numerous or extensive intra-

-

organizational conflicts.

a) Between director and board; director and
 staff; board and staff,

b) Between project (director and/or board) and
auspice,
c) Among staff,

8) Inappropriate Selection of Targets
a) too rigid or too powerful.

b) too widely dispersed.
C - .
non-advocacy 0 3 ﬁ G 6
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-

9) Selection of strategies inappropriate to
target.

10) Staff without skills to achieve goals or imple-

ment strategies.
11) Use of Crash Programming approach.

¥)) Absence of case or class advocacy.

TABLE
’

PRESENCE OF INDICIA OF DIFFICULTY IN FIVE PROJECTS
DEFINED AS "FAILURES™®

Projects . ~' Indicia of Difficulty™*
e V4 :
' In Planning " In Initiation

B 2,3, 6,7,8,9,10,12

oD | 1,2,3,b 6,8,f0,11,12
G - 2/,}%)5 6:8)9:1031&

o

T : -1 6,7,8,9,10,11,12

W 2 . 1,2,3,4 . 6,9,10,12

-

<

The three projects alrehdy 1dent1;:>H\as "non-child advocacy
projects" (A,C,M) have/been eliminated from this analysis'
From this. point on, discussion of indicators, criteria and
evaluation points will be limited to valid child advocacy -
projects.

*’*Numbe‘s refer to listing on preceding pages.

—l,
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TABLE
PRESENCE OF INDICIA OF DIFFICULTY IN FIFTEEN PROJECTS
— __ DEFINED AS NON-FAILURES Y
Indicia of qifficulty‘
. Projects In‘Planning;Ehase In Initiation Phase

E%*%% ‘ .
F-l--l--l-
H 1 . 6,8,10 ’
I 1,2,3 8,9,10,11
J** 1,2,3 6,8,10,11,12
K 1,2,3 \ 8,9,11 \
Lxx 1,2,3,4 6,8,10,11,12
N ?Q%{ -
QW% 4 10
P
Q 1,2 6,7,10,11
Rt%**
g 1,2,4 647,8,10,11,12
%% |
VR

* There are eleven indicia of failure for new projects in the
group and twelve indicia of failure for new program com-
ponents in old projects.

*%* These projects show as many indicia of difficulty as the
"failure" group and are thus re-designated failures. See

text.

L J
*%#% These eight appear to be the most "successful" projects
and this becomes our hypothesis,
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The first table above indicates the number of indicia
of difficulty characteristic of the five child advocacy pro-
Jects tentatlvely defined as "failures." For new projects,
the maximum number of such indicia in the planning phase
is four (and for new components of existing projects, five);
for the initiation phase there are seven indicia of diffi-
culty (applicableéto both new Projects andagggﬁ;omponents of
existing projects). The second table classifies‘ﬁy the pre-
sence or absence of such indicia the fifteen projects ini-
tially defined by default as 'nop-failures." Inspection leads
to the tentative conclusion that the presence of three or more
indicia of difficulty in the planning phase reveals problems
¥ 1in that phase and also seems to be correlated with problems . <
'in the initiation phase. In general, the presence  five or
more indicia of difficulty in the initiation phase seems to
« indicate "failure" in that phase, and preclude program imple-
mentation. |
Employing experimentally the combined total ef eight
or mQre indicia as characterizing projectzf;nich are "fa.ilures,l
and three or less as characterizing "success'™ we now add
three projects from the original non-failure grqupiand emerge
with a group of eighg "failures" out of & total group of
twenty (B,D,G,J,L,S,T,W), elght "successes" (E,F,N,0,P,R,U,V),
with few or no indicia of difficulty and four "uncertain"

projects (H,I,K Q)




ACTIVITIES CHARACTERISTIC OF THREE ADDITIONAL PROJECTS

%
In reviewing the data in the table, three more

"

projects (J,L,S) now emeige as apparent "fallures." One
is a project that was begun at the initiation of the spon-
soring nganizaﬁrbn andJis a revised version of an earlief
component of thﬁt o} génization's program (the earlier pro-
ject lost its funding) T proposal was prepared by a pro-
fessiohal on the stéﬁr of ﬁpe sponsoring organization, some-
one who was not 1nvoltbd suhsequently with the estahlishment
of the project. All of the staff were hired by the director
of the auspice (although he had promised the [elected com- .
munity board of the earlier organization that it would ﬁﬁ
function as the steering committee of the new project and
have the right to do all hiring). The project director was
not involved in the planning phase and was totall? unfamiliar
with the concept of child advocacy. All staff were hired

within a few weeks and were largely inexperienced. No train-

ing was provided for them, Therékogram was established Ry
L)

méans of "crash programming." Targets and strategies were
never specified and the project appears quite similar to any
number of ‘the communi?y aqtion programs of the sixties.

| It is one of the two projects to have an elected,
policy-making board. Hoﬁever; the sponsoring organizat ion
has never}permitted the®*board é% make policy nor is the pfo—

Ject director given any real autonomy in making palicy or in

over-all project administration. The young high school mem-

¢oidd

Ty
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bers of the bpard never really participated on the board
throughout the first year and the adult members found them-
selves increasingly in cénflict with both the project direc-
tor and the sponsoring organization., After less than one

year, the board- was dissolved and several months elapsed

Y

&
before a new one was reorganized. At the insistence of the

funding agenc&, a new program component was ddded on to the
project and the staff person responsible for it is reséon—
sible directly to the director of the sponsoring organization,
not the praject director. A clasg actlion sult, to obtatn

the elimination of the term "illegitiflate" from birth certi-
ficates, has been initiated at the instigation of the legal
consultant to the project. However, it appears largely ir-
relevant to a project purporting to be a youth advocacy pro-
Ject focused on legal rights of youth in relation to the [
school system and the Juvenile Justice system. Apart froﬁ
this one case, neither case nor class advocacy has been imple-
mented in almost one and one half years.

The second of these three’anitional "failures" is a
volunteer prdJect designed to}follow a model that has féceived
enormous attention within the last few years. It was begun
at the initiation of its sponsorifg organization which wanted.
to establish such a pr&gram as a pilot progranm, The‘organiza-
tion instituted a study of the community to see if such a

projeét was feasible. The final report of the study suggested

that such a project might be successful but definitely not in
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the community studied becipse it was hostile to the gpon-
soring organization and td its presence in that community.
Regardless of this rgcommendation, the organization went
ahead and hired someone to write a proposal, submitted it,
had it approved for funding, hired a director and established
the project still in that same community. The director is
youhg, inexperienced and unfamiliar with the community. The
staff are young volunteers; they have been difficult to re-
cruit and no training 6r supervision is provided them; Lo-
cal agencies that are the sole source of referrals for the
projegt have not been particularly cooperative sl nce they
did“ﬁdf‘wﬁnt it in the first place and were not involved when
the project was planned. The project provides a sort of

"big brother" volunteer service for retardates and is in-
creasingly moving into the provision of group recrcdgional
activities:; Instances of case advocacy have occurred occa-
sionally, by happenstance., It is not provided as a regular
part of the program. ,

The third project is one in which the leadership in
the initiation phase is consonant with leadership in the
planning phase and where various groups in the communiﬁy were
involved in planning the project. However, the target com-
munity 1is rﬁral and isolated with a rather disparate and
fragmented population. Only one other community organization
exists there and this one w@s not involved in planning the
project. Major problems in thg community, are pbverty, un-

R

employment and a complete lack of public transportation,

601V
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Health services are also inadequate and inaccessible. THe
project i1s designed to implement a "systems model" approach
to ch;ld advocacy whereby the community is supposed to iden-
tify its own néeds, priorities and methods of solution. No
other objectives were specified initially or have been sub-
sequently. It is essentially a community-baéed planning and
coordination program and ha§ devoted almost all of its effort
toward the establishment of a day care project within tLe
coMmunity. Although it has been successful in this, it has
at no time provided either case or class advocacy in its

one and a half years of operation. It 1s physically situated
within a local school system and sponsored by the local board
of education, and functions almost as something of an ex-
tension of the school system. It does not seé(its role as
one of internal advocacy, monitoring the school system in re-
lation to children; it does not function in an external advo-
caéy role, acting as spokesman for the stydent in relation

to other services and/or institutions; it does not even 9;§lize
its position in the school system to train teachers to aézk
as advocates for their students. Although the directqr and
assistant director are actively involved with various organiza-

tions in the community, advocate line staff - indigenous para-

‘professional - have been underutilized throughout the l1ife

of the project. ?his is a known and acknowledged problem by

both staff and administration, however, nothing has been done

CoLv3
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about 1t.1 -
In reviewing these three additional "failures,"

other tentative indicia of difficulty now may be identified.

A Y

In the Planning Phase / s

- (Where a }ormal proposal isﬂpreparedvand submitted
to an outside funding sourceg, breparation of such
& proposal by a professiorial proposal writer who is
not an integral part of the planqing and initiation

phase.

(Refexamination now discloses that all o the pro-
Jects in this study in which proposals were prepareqY

in this manner are in the "fallure" category.)

In .the Initiation Phase

- New projects (as contrasted with components of
existing programs) that are administered by the '
sponsoring organization with relatively l1little ad-'

’ ministratiye autonomy in the hands of the project

s

~ director.

- Projects based within a system, that itself impinges

v 1This project 1s one of the sixteen in the study that
were case studles during the earlier research project as well.
Thus, it was visited on two occasions with an eight month gap
between visits, and the same problems continued to exist.

o coiia
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on children (e.g., school, Juvenile Jjustice)
and g?gt is unclear as to its role vis a vis
the system (Is it an internal advocécy project

or external in relation to other systems?)

- Under or inappropriate utilization of staff.

ACTIVITIES CHARACTERISTIC OF EIGHT PROJECTS IDENTIFIED
AS SUCCrSSFUL :

As a group, the eight tentative "successes" appear
far more homogeneous than the same sized group of "failures"
described earlier. To paraphn;se,Tolstqgf all Buccessful
préjects are like one another; eaé;'unspcgessful project is
unsuccessful in its own way. With regard to‘the.planning '
phase, these projects (7) werebbegunjas a result of indivi-
dual initiatives (one by a}combination of individual and
funding agency initiatives);and only one project was stimulated
boiely‘by the initiative of a funding agency. Seven 1nclgded
widespread community participation in the planning phase;
only one did not have substantial consumer-involvement at
thét time. In addition, five were already ablé to be fairly
specific about their objectives in this phase, ‘r

In seven of the pro jects, the planners continued to
be actively involved in initlating and operationalizing the
projects. The one project where this was not the case is the

only one in this group that is a new component of an ongoing

program rather than an entirely new project. fh this case

C6175
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however,‘the top administrativé staff were committed to thé

y project from its inception through its initiation, thus pro-

viding continuity of leadership similar to the others.

None of these projeéts employed'"crash programming"
in the initiation phase. Four used "structured programming"
and four, "developmental." Either directly or indirectly,
all the projects stress the importance of staff understanding
the préjects' 6bJect1ves and their own roles. Six placed
pérticularly heavy emphasis on training either through exten-
- sive trainingkprograms, repeat;d annual training, or a com-

(' /%ination of both. The two projects that provided less staff
training are the most "professional" projects - employing
either professional staff or college graduates wiéh extensive
and related work experience. Even for this group, one pro-
Ject dérector stated in looking back at the project's develop-
ment, more stress should have been placed on staff training
and he anticipates doing so 16 t?é second year of operation;

‘ Again, ‘all of these projects concentrated on obtain-

ing widespread community support as the projects were ini-

tiated, Six have indigenous paid staff; three (including two
of the former) have indigenous volunteer staff. Five of the

) )
6six projects that have boards have community representatives

(consumer, lay, influential, professional) boardembers
and active, regulafly meeting advisory or policy-making

boards. Of the two projects that do hot have boards, one is
attempting to form one and the othé* is part of another pro-

gram. All projects have been involved in frequent meetings

oLy
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with consumers and lay people in the community as weéll as or-
ganizational representatives. Four are consciously struggling
with the problem of consuner accountability and are not sa-
tisfied with current. approaches for achieving this.

All eight are in the process of operationalizing
their projects although only two are fully operational., All

have continued to refine their goals and have commented on

the need for greater goal specificity. As a group, these have \
\

the least dispersed targets. Three focus on the school sys-
tem primarily; two on the Juvenile justice system; one on a
single institution. .Only two focus on multiple targets.
Five projects (all less than two years old) hope to imple-
ment class advocacy but are still unable to do so. For one,
(a fully operational project) case and class advocacy are
defined as equally important and receive equal attention in
the project (although it appears to place greater stress on

case advocacy). A second project, also fully operational, pro-

vides some class advocacy but deliberately shesses case advo-Y -

cacy; One proJect has decided that the two conflict and has

‘opted for case advocacy. Two of the projects have existing

replications already established, of these, one has eight

such proJects and the other is Just establishing two. One

other project attempted'to do this but ‘was unsuccessful. '
Finally, four of the projects including the three

oldest,; stress the importance of organizing coalitions in the

community to ensure a large’constituency and broader support

(}9177

.




170

[}
for specific issues; As a group; three proJects are between
two and two and a half years old; four are one and a half
years old. One was fiffeen months old at the time of the

study, however, it was modeled after another project in
. 14

this group that is one of the oldest in the sample.

o~

ACTIVITIES CHARACTERISTIC OF FOUR PROJECTS IDENTIFIED AS
"OUNCERTAIN"

Finally, there are‘four rem&ig}ng proJects'defined
as "uncertain" which by our criteria appear to be in poten-
tial difficulty. A close lookhat this middle group may
help identify other factors which may impede or enhance pro-
Ject implementation.

Three of these projects are the youngest in the study,
all less than one year old; thus their categoriietion as "un-
certain" may reflect their youth. All are components of
existing programs and all were begun as a result of one fund-
ing agency singling these projects out to develop an advo-
cacy component and awarding them a special grant to plan and
then to establish the proJect. None of the people involved
in pl&nning'these projects had heard of child advocacy prior
to notifioation by the agency that they were selected to re-
celve tﬁis grant. First, all project directors had to learn
- what chlld advocacy meant or mdght mean; seeond% tney had to
overcome the resistance of tﬁe&r boards and staff to develop-
ing a new program, when all fel% more money was needed for

the existing proJect. All the pro}ects employed crash pro-

65178
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'g}amﬁing" in the :initiatien phase. In one, the over-all
.S director saw the neced fdf having ; lawyer on staff, Un-
. able to paj a salary adequate to hire a lawyer, a third
year law sﬁﬁgeﬁticompleting schodl,at.night was hir;d as
advocate qobrdingtor; However; he defines the community's
problems'qg prim;rily,inadeqﬁate information about exist-
iné resources and a need for liaison, 1ihkage,'or brokerage
betweenrconsuhefh and serViCesL; He4sées no need fof case
@mgédvocaéy énd thus hésnééimplemented it. Hegéeeé nQiciass
édvocacy ;ole,for the ﬁroject'because hé dogsfpot believe”
vthat theuﬁederalggovernment should fﬁnd pﬁe'orga;ization to
advocate agaiﬁsthanother.ﬂ”Tgus, ciﬁss}advocacy has not been
implémentéd. ‘In‘general,no advocacy térgets énd therefore
no advocacy strategies have been identified. The project is

essentially an access service program, not an advocacy pro-

. © Ject as such. . . , , .
L The second project is similar to the above but did )
beéin provision of case advocacy in the course-of doing a ‘ 4// '

_sufvey.of the comqunity. initially, conflicﬁ'érbse because
case advocacy was p?ovided onlfaforl"nék families" nét those ./
already beiég’servéd~by the-project. This probiem deCreaséd
when administrative concern aroSe,ébout the limjted nuﬁbér

« of familieg interviewed over a six month éeriod;and the ad-
vécate cqordinétor decided to stop providing case advoéac&
and comjlete the survey identifying community needs4(even though

many of thésg needs were urgent and required immediate aﬁten-,

"ty
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tion). At the time this project was visited, ten nonths
after it began, it appeared to be golng backwards rather
than"forwards.l The project has no‘specific objective,
target or strategies and the program seems to lack structure -
: and purpose.
The third project in this group appears more likely
to move towards inplementation. Planned and initiated in
the same manner as the other two, this project has gone through
several difficult problems but seems to nave"coped with them
”successﬁully. The project had several organizational prob-
lems during the first year whieh the director attributed to
some of the limi%ations ‘ ed by the funding agency and by {
N the projeet's policy- ing board. He accepted thase~limitations
/{ | resulting fromvboard actions but found the pressures for crash
programming from the funding agency created more difficulty.
There was inadequate time to hire staff, to train staff, to
learn about existing resources, to specify targets and strai J/
tegies, to develop a program generally.~ As a result, the

initiak community survey was inaecuratelyhperformed'and much

' wq(k had to be redone. In an effort at improving the program,

a decision was made to eliminate part-time staff aﬁd staff

,fnar.

supervision was- reorganized Regardless,‘conflict between

R

the old project and the new;component cGntinued for some time.
: : ¢

Y

f - 1In the course of two additional visits and several
_Other contacts during subsequent mgnths, a colleague working
on a related study reached the s conclusion,




173
r

Throughout all of this however, the project has c9ncentrated

on providing advocacy. Case advocacy is provided both to

those families alréady‘served by'the pfojsct and an eddi-

tional group. It is provided on an ongoing basis while

staff carry out theirvsu;vey of the community. In effect,

this survé& is expected to provide the cﬁsg finding for class

advocécy by the staff. Regular monthly records are kept of ‘ L

all needs that are ldentifled but cannot be adéquately

satisfied with exiétiné]resources or existing policies. At‘

the same ‘time the project was studied, the agministrator was

prepariné to analyze the data on needs ldentified and docu-

mented during the six month period of the survey and select

those'which were 'identified most frequently. In éonjunction .

with the board‘ﬁembers of the ovér*all project, priorities

for clasé advocacy énd strategies for implem ntation would

be identified. \ | |

The fourth project 1n'fhi§ group has é of the

largest budgéts (over $200,000) and the largest staff'(18)pof
«we the groupshgiudied. It appears to enéompass a range of recre-
| ational, tutoring and access services to achieve its objec-

tive of delinquency prevention and youth participation in the

planning and programming of sgrvices related to them. It
spun off its counselingvservicés by oﬁ?aining'an édditional
grant and setting it up as a separate program. I¢s5firsttan-
npal progress report specifies -that the‘firsf &egr was.focﬁsed

on gtructuring the organization and establishing the project.

o181
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It has also had a large'number of intra-organizational
problems and in ‘the course of one &ear, reduced its staff
by ten, eliminating a group of "street workers”" and re-’
organizing its program. It has also changed strategies
from attempting to int®rvene in systems.from the top in
order to effect change, to intervention at the bottom
where yéuths first come in contact with these systems.

Where most of the program is caoncerned, the project is

'st11l feeling, its wBy. and it may be in difficulty.. However

it has been unusually successful in 1mp1emgnt1ng c%ass
advocac&. ‘This has been done by a younévlawyer on the
staff who has initiated several successful class action
suits.”

Among the suits involved are a right to treatment

case against a local training school, and a due process case-

regarding the suspension from school of several high school

students. (It may be worth noting here that of the projects

that have been able to provide class advocacy, two have law- '

yers as active members of policy-making boards. This may

have some implications for the implementation of class advo-
. : SN

cacy generally at ‘the community level.) -

In reviewing these four "uncertain" projects, two

seem likely to Join the "failure" group while the other two

appear to havé\m@ge potential for implementation. It would -
=~.>/ <

seem that the primary characteristic distinguishing the lat-.

¢ .
ter from the former is the regular and increasing provision

CoL02
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of advocacy as time goes on, a greater specificity of

‘ advoéacy‘targé;s, and, in general,a clear concept of and
éoncentration on the '"mission” of‘the project, regardless
of the occurrence of other problems along the vay.

o . &hus, utilizing assémbled,"case" data and pre-
liminary Judgments about project operations, the study
has deQeloped empirically a list of characteristiés which
may differentiate success and fallure in advocacy programs
at each stage of development. The study now proceeds to
incorporate these elements into a first approximation of a .
phase-épecific evdiuétion gulde. (see appendix) and to re-

port on its second phase.

<.
<o
oY
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CHAPTER VII
A" FIRST ATTEMPT AT DIFFERENTIAL EVALUATION: THE FIELD TEST

FIELD TEST METHODOLOGY AND DESIGN

The last chapter described the process by which a
tentative instrument for differential evaluation of communi-
ty-based child advocacy ﬁroJects was developed (see copy
in the appendix). The three-part instrument - Classification
of Child Advocacy Projects by Developmental Stages; Classi-
fication of Projects by Advocacy or Non-Advocacy; Rating of
Projects at Current Stage of Development - is in the fomnof‘a
semi-structured 1nterv1ewvgu1de. It:was designpd to be
uséd by fileld represeptatives on site visits to;ﬁroJects. In
;hort, it was designed with a view to use in ‘a ty?égalvmon-
itoring situation.

This decision to identify with the task of the fed-
.eral monitor may require some explanation. Our finding that
project operationalization is a slow process, and that out-
yﬁt evaluation is not feasible for sevefal years, seems to
preclude formal research - certainly in the first two years,
Yet, given the stake in these undertakings, a mechanism to
assure accountability is essential.- The types of issues
ﬁhich we have found relevant to assessment during plan- LN

9

ning and initiation are obviouslj.part of grant administration.

ERIC ‘ . 06154
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Since a major objective of this second phase was to
provide data for refihing the instrument through test of its
applicability and reliability,it seemed more appropriate to
have ind;pendent researchers make the field visits. The
érevious experience of this researcher with alllthe projects
included in the sub-sample would have inevitably biased any
test. On the other hand{ testing the instrument on projects
outside'of the study sample would have precluded even a
primitive, preliminary test of instrument reliability and
validity.. The decision, therefore, was to‘employ three in-
dependent researchers; provide a limited amou?t of training
for them in the use of the instrument; have them use the
“instrument, qnd comment on its utility, facility of applica-
tion, problems, and anything'else of 1nterest and relevance,
Descriptive data to Justify Jjudgements and conclusions and/or
illustrate problems, werevto be appended separately, by these
field visitors,to the instrument for use in reviewing find-
‘ings and to supplement the instrument.

In brief, then, thé objective of the field test was
“to learn the following: '

1) Couid the instrument be regdily used by researchers

previously unfamiliar with the concept and practice
of child advocacy?

If not, what changes would facilitate its use?

2) Would the project rating obtained from the instru-
ment (data specified, conclusions of the field
representative) be consistent with the conclusions
drawn by this researcher during the first phase of
the study (reliability check)?

Q °
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If not, would it be possible to identify whether '
the discrepancies were a reflection of errors or '
gaps in the instrument, reality changes in the
project over the six to eight month period of time
since the last visit, an indication of inadequacy

in selection or training of the field representatives,
or something else? .

3) What is the predictive capacity of the instrupent?
(e.g., 1if a project has been rated a failure in .
the planning or initiation phase as of the initial
visit, has it progressed to a later phase or not?
If it has, is it still rated the same way, even in
the next phAse°)

4) For projects in the 1mp1ementat10n phase, oould one
begin to identify possible outcome measures? (As
noted, impact measures were not relevant to “the
proJects in earlier phases )

As indicated in Chapter III, the second phase of this

A

study was initially planned to include a fleld test of the
instrument by this researcher, in a selected sub-sample of
six child advocacy projects, It was also anticipated that
the instrument would include criteria for outcome evaluation, -
As has been 1nd1cated, this‘proved unfeasible., This facet of
the study findings will be discussed further in the concluding

chapter.

Sample Size and Composition

The sub-sample of six projects was initially planred
to include two projects rated."successful" and classified in
the 1mp1ementation phase as of December, 1972; two projects
that had been rated "uncertain" and two rated "failure" or

"unsuccessful," the latter four all in the initiation phase.

€eis6
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It was decided that cince the samnple was limited, none of
tﬁc clearly '"'non-advocacy" projects would be included since
little more could be leafned from these to improve the in-
strument. Furthermore, in an effort at tapping more sub-
tle distinctions between and amonz projects, neither the
most obvious falilurcs nor the mast obvious‘successes would
be included. ud

Although no project approached refused access, there
was some difficulty in scheduling visits to fit in with the.
timé limitations of this study and the availabilify of the
figld representatives, on the one hand, and thé tiﬁe con-
straints of the projects visited, on the other (e.g., schéduled
visits of project monitors, other evaluation teams and/orl h
researchers, potential funders; conference and speaking enﬁi}n\,
gagements of project staff). Thus, the final sample selected
included two "successes," one "uncertain," and three "fail-
ures." These projects represent different geographic loca-
tions (Wgst, South, gnd East); urban and rural projects; dif-
ferent funding sources (public and voluntary); different
ausplces (public, voluntary, autonomous, component part); difr-
ferent staffing patterns (paid, vdlunteer, profesSiondl, para-
professional); different ethnic compositions of staff and
Igarget,pOpulation (white, black, mixed); different types of
advocacy (pase, class, mixed); different targets (single and

~multiple); different entry points (case and service sysggm);

and different structures (formal, informal). *
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Data Collection

In each case, arrangements for access were made ﬁhé
formally, over the telephone, and confirmed in writiqg sub-
sequently.{

Three doctoral students at Columbia University o
School of Soclal erk were employed for purposes of the
field test. They received the equivalent of one full day

of training and were given the final report of the previous

study, Child Advocacy, and 6hapter IV and V of this study to
read for general background.. In addition, limited factual
material - proposals, publicity releaseé, information dis-
tributed by the project - wasﬂalso provided for specific
project backé%ound, as weil as one copy of‘thé instrument
to review and raise questioné about in advance. 1In short,
an effort was made to approximate the monitoring situation
in a federal agency.

A memorandum, with instructiohs for the site VLs&tg
(a copy of which 1§balso included in the appendix) also was
provided. Each field representative was to visit two pro-

Jects, for approximately two and one-half days each. Two

completed bath their visits in bne week; the third, because

of problems in scheduling the visits, had a one week hiatus
between the two visits. All visiting'was compieted between
May 4 and May 22, 1973. 1In each case, in addition to formal
completion of the instrument for each projéct, a supplemen-

tary narrative summary was either ‘dictated or written, and

(o173
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one-half day was devoted to subsequent "debriefing." These

visits wergpdefined to interviewees as designed to provide

an opportt ;ty to refine the instrument; to learn more about

evaluation; guﬁg»learn more about child advocacy projects

generally. All projects and staff were aséured of complete

confidentiality; all were, informed that identifying informa-
@ .

tion about the projects would be'deletﬁd.

In each field test, because of
time, it was agreed that the principal investigato
Ject director would arrange and schedule the inte ';ews. It
was understood that such selective screening might bias the .
results but was felt that "who" 1s interviewed should reflect
the administration's most positive image of itself - a rea-
sonable starting point. Some allowance should be made for
this in the analysis, however.

»Finally, although the field representatives knew that
the projects visited included some rated successful, some
rated unsuccessful and some rated uncertain; meticulous care
was taken to avold any trace of evaluative comments in the
pre-field test period. In this regard, the visits were "blind."

What follows in the remainder of this chapter %s a
summary of the findings and conclusions of this first field
-test, o

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS
Instrument Usabllity

The first purpose of the field test was to see whether

¢ 00189
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1 .
the instrnnent developed could be used readily by researchers
previously unfamilier with the concept and pracéiee of child
advocacy. The assumption was that if there were problems’with ~: :
the instrument, these :lould be identified in the field test -
and corrected before httemptiné or suggesting more eXtensive
use.

In general, the field investigators found that the
interview gulide was too unstructured for easy use. Because
of their 1limited knowledge of child‘advocacy, extensive note tak-
ing during the interviews and extensive time for summary and * )
analysis were required before the instrument itself could be
filled in., Although some of the information gathered was
helpful in providing supplementary information about child ad- p
vocacy projecté generally, application of this instrument on .
a larger scale would be facilitated Py the development of a
more structured questionnaire. Increased investment in train-
ing is an alternative but may not assure as high a degree of

reliability over time as new personnel enter the process,

’ Initially, the selection of the particular format em-

ployed, was guided by the prevailing pattern in federal agen-
ciles. Project monitors use interview guides when reviewing
federal projects, while researchers tend to ueenstructured
questionnaires for formal evaluation purposes. Considering
the fact that only one of the rield investigetors was a re-
searcher, and that all had extensive Lractice experience in

social agencies of various types, their suégeetidn for further
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N .-
> structuring of the instrument would seem to have merit 1
In addition to facilitatina instrument use, employing

a structured questionnaire lihits 1nterviewer bias. One -

problem that arose in the field test was the different per- “"/1

’spective each‘interviewer brought to the interviews. For

example, one‘fieid“investigator was far more famlliar with

community ofganizing activities and praetice than the others, B

while a’ second represented a traditional casewerk orientation

towa}ds social practice.  The result was that the former had

much -higher (and“clearer) expeetations regarding advocacy ’
activities, while the latter tended to equate all "good case-
work” with case advocacy. (Although "good casework" sheuld
inclee case advqcecy vhen appropriete, the‘two’are net syn-
onymous. Counseling Qr,providiné'esqd?t services may be

part of good casework practice,‘bu;

not advocacy. There
is a valid distinction between thé“ﬁuQr)

The different perspectives showed up more in their

respective narrative summaries than in the instrument itself
However, there were some" apparent variations in filling in

the instrument, with regard to the types of activities des-

-

lIn fact, based on this experience, a more structured
instrument (with gome open ended questions requiring probing
by the interviewer) actually was developed in a parallel re-
search effort when the staff of this project was asked by OCD
to develop an.instrument for the classification and rating of
operational status of child advocacy projects generally in
connection with HEW program strategies. This questionnaire,
derived from the interview guide, used here, illustrates wvhat -
would be the next stage in instrument development for evalu-
ating child advocacy projects. Several illustrative items
are provided in the appendix. ‘ .
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cribed as "advocacy." A structured questionnaire would limit

these variations as well as minimizing variations in inter- 2

‘viewerﬂstyles, thus ensuring greater reliability of responses.

‘Since the nature of the advocacy activities undertaken by

-

- the project and its 'staff is so crucial for both classifica- -

- tion and evaluation purposes, accurate reporting becomes par-

Y

h\
Relhted to this, certain concepts and terms used in

tHe instrument should be much more clearly and precisely de-

f‘fined within the instrument itself - in particular, case and

class advocacy - to assure accurate and reliable resp?nﬁes' <:T

:by interviewees. Again, this is natural under ‘a structured - .
"1»

format and was incorporated into the instrument developed '

; for the related project (see fbotﬁbte on,préceding page).

In the instrument used for the field test, projects
were rated only at their current stage of ‘development, Sub-
sequently investigators were requested to rate the projects.

afvaﬁ laast one earlier stage, "from the data they had'incluged

in their narrative summaries. Another suggested change

found necessary is that although projects should be rated by

their current stage of devélopmenf, as of the field visit,

. the instrument should incorporate all stages’, and final rat-

1ngg for each project should be both phase-specific as well
as cumulative, - Following this procedure, proJecté classified

as in the planning stage would be rated for planning only;

projects at the initiation stage would be rated for planning

- €237
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and initiation; projccts at .the implementation stase would

be rated for all three stages. In this way,'evaluation

of an 1mplemente&~project would reveal its rafing at each
stage, permittin* compari“on with other projects at an ear-
lier stage of development, as well as indicating whether its
e;ﬂ/battern of development seemed caﬁsistent with its -
arlier development. This approach employed in a 1arge num>
ber of pro jects might also help.identify additional variables
that might account for diffe;ences in subsequent etages.
Finally, in scheduling interviews for site yisits, it

~

now seems essential that the evaluator structure the{grdér

of interviews 1n‘advance; rather than permittiné»the project

dire@tor to do so. éfor'the,purpose of the fleld test, pro-
ect directors we;e permitted to schedule interviews at their
ipnvenience, as they saw fit. :The results were unfortunate
ig several instances. For example, three directors scheduled
1n1tial interviews Jith clients, ofher agency representatives
or board members, and arranged for administrators and staff
to be interviewed only towarde the end of the visit., For
interviewers to gbtain information in logical sequence, plan-
ners and administrators should be interviewed first so as to
obtain a baeic picture of tﬁé‘project. Staff shdqid be iInter-
viewed next, for their perspective on their own roles, as
well as to piovide supplementary validatiné data about the

? ’ *
project generally. Then board members, relevant experts or
N ’ :

consultants should be seen. Consumers spould be interviewed

¢ o




only after the interviewer has a firm grasp of what the pro-
Ject thinks it 1is doing, or trylng to da. At the end of the'
procé%s representatives of_target agencies should be_inter-
viewed'tb‘round outithé pictﬁre and to provide data from an
outside point of view. Some time at the end of the visit'
shpuld be allotted to re-interviewing planners aﬁh directors
for follow-up, filling id'gaps, or ‘resolving possible con-
fusion and differehqes.‘ This ordering of interviews ensures
that’the interviewers will obtain a pictLre of what:the_overb
all project loeks like, and what it 1is doiné befqre they ob-
tain more specialiied data that support - or conflict with -

the general aeseription and lead to evaluative Judgemehts:

A

" Instrument Reliability and Project Changes Over Time

The second purpose'df the fleld test was to provide

a reliability check on project classifications and ratings

‘completed by this researcher in the first phase of the study.

The instrument employed in the test was derived froh data Ob-
tained in field visits made between Octeber and mierecehber;
1972; whiiefthe instrument itself was developed during the
following three.mohths end applied'retrospectively to the
'projeéts;” The field test itself ‘occurred approximately six

months after these initial visits, in May, 1973. A more

. valid test of relgability would have been made 1f the inde-

prendent investigators had gone into the field at the same

time as this researcher, however the process by which the in-

o4
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strument vas develOped made such an approach impossible. Re-
coznizing the potential pr lemg,resulting.from such a,gap
between the time when, the original dataJWeneLobtained end'when
the field test was made, if'still seemed worthﬁhile and ap;'
g{ppr te to try to compare the findings of the field test with
the {nitial findings and ratings of the six projects involved
to sée if there was consistency.: Where inconsispencies ‘ap-
pe;red, sdme consideration.would be given to discovering whe-
thef they might be attributable to the Qietus beéween fhe two
visits,nor‘whether the& reflected errors on'inadequecies in
the instrument itself. |
Asvmentioned earlier, the projects selected for ‘the
test included two labelled "successful ,", one "uncertain,"

and three "failures." In addition, the first two of these

wvere in the implementation phase and the remaining four in

the initiation phase. With regard to the‘classification of
pro,jectc into developmental phases, four werq classified in
the same - stave by both the field test and this researcher
(the two successful.projects and two of the faillures). One
of the-failure group,'and the one labeled uncertain were re-
classified as Just beginning the implementation phase (ad-
vocacy activities nqw being p;ovided regularly). In.bdfh_of
these projects,lthe‘passege of. tine appears to haveamade a’

substantial difference and to explain the discrepancy. For

the former, one of the yOhngest projects - less than one year

'0ld at the time studied - one would expecf a six month’pessage

<

-~
<
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of time to reveal changes, since developmental stages are

in part, time-related. For the second project, however;

" although the passage of time may have made a,difference, what

seems more important, is that a major change in progn?mming

. s

occur}ed, leading to its reclassification into the implepen-
tation phase. This,second?project was pianned and initiated
as a case advocacv~project~'this facet ofothe'program has
still ‘not been .implemented. However,-during the initiation,
period proJect goals and strategies Were redefined and the
program~redesigned to emphasize class ‘advocacy. .. It now
appears to be imp}ementing its rirst class advocacy activities
and is no longer attempting provision of case advocacy. How
the instrument could be redesigned to-tap such potential for
change, and whether or not this changed program can be sus-'
tained and be effective, req&!res further study.

With regard to p}oject rating, once again-the findings‘
are mixed. In general, failures seem-to.be more reliablv :
evaluated aS»failure, on an item by item basis, than successes.

Ratings for all. three unsuccessful projects were the same on

every item both initially and for the field test, for the ini-

tiaticn phase. However, one project in this group was re- R
classified and thus also rated in the implementation phase.

.One problem in evaluating projects is highlighted here because |,
the project (described above) changed from a case to a class
advocacy focus, and redefined‘its goals‘in the process.‘ If

pchect rating and evaluation generally are concerned with the

extent to which a proJect achieves its initia;}y specified

v
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-goals, this project would stili be rated as a failure¢ "On

the other hand, 1if evaluatidﬁ addresses implementation of
"advocacy" and accepts changed goals that‘areleectively
achieved this project would currently be nated ”uncertain.
Perhaps the most 1nteresting question here is why the pros
gram'changed and whether this potential for change could'
havetbeen.identified earlier.” According tq the principal
investigator and thefprOject‘director, after one and one-
half years 1in operation they realized that the project goals
(case advocacy in a local elementary school, provided by
specialized, indigehous paraprofessional aides‘ class advo-
cacy, to evolve from documentation of case findings) could
not be achieved by the” existing project structure (aides
working within the classrooms as liaison between parents
and school). The school was too powerful and intransigcnti
the aides had too little training, knoWledge and expertise;
the~schoo1 adninistration and staff were unresponsive; the
project and its leadership did not have enough political
clout.) - The  project directors decided instead to use the
aides to.organize groups'of parents around specific 1issues
(introducing ethnic material into the school curricula; get-

ting the teacher of a particular class changed; adding a spe-

~ecific extra-curricula program) and to train the parents to

i

act’ as advocates for themselves and their children. Their
feeling was that organized paréht groups, working in their

ownfself-interest, might be more effectiye in the school than

]
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outside project staff 1 "At present after\@iz months- of
t‘work these groups have been organized, have selected spe-~ -4
"‘cific, limited issues to add/ess, and have begun to effect
certain changes. 'The problem that pemains is that the aides
stilf‘feel they have insuffiéient‘skills to oréenize and
train the parents and the project has been unable to obtain
the support of the existing Parent - Teaéners Association and
‘ " thue expand its own power base.. Of some interest in this
recent development is that unline the original program, it
was planned and initiated by the pmw ject director working .
with staff and a local community‘group (the project director

was not involved in planning fog the initial progrem). Whe -

~

ther or not 1t can succeed remains to be seen, however, this
project has made e nefinite change since the‘earlier visit,
and the potential for chenge was not revealed in the earlier
rating. C

The projeét classified initially as "initiation phase,"
rating "uncertain," is now classified as beginning implemen-
tation, "uncertain.,"” Its rating for the initkltion phase is
the same in both~the field test and the phasing-in study.
However; it has recently expanded its training program fof

staff (now given four times a year for one week each time) and

is providing case advocacy regularly. (My concern with this

1The United Bronx Parents Organization began in
New York City on a similar basis, although the idea was
generated by the parents themselves. It has been increasing-
ly successfyl since its inception, seven years ago.
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project is that one of the consumers interriewed by the
.field representative was the same as- one interviewed ear-
lier by tnis researcher, and the otner had been extensiyely'
described .to me at that tine. After a seven month hiatus, one
‘would , expect different clipnts to be presented Perhaps

this tendency to display "trained clients should be in-

-

-

corporated as a criteriont). S0 c

.. It io with regard to the successful proJects that the.
greatest discrepancies appeared-betwpen the initia} ratings ,

_and -the field vi'si't evaluations. One project that, had been
'implementing both case and class advocacy had notﬂbeen in-

) volved in any class advocacy for tne‘past four months when
revisited. Its recently recruited<volunteer'staff had re-" .
'ceived no training for their advocacy roles; {t is rated on
the guide as never having been replicated elsewhere. (Tﬁe

\\\interviewer‘wa; toid this by the prqject director althougg
seven other community-based‘projects consider themselves to
heve 6een designed on the model of thie'projectl) Finally,'
consumer and board input into the projéct is now identified
as negligible, although it had earliler been rated as high

Are these discrepancies an 1ndication_of the unre-
1iability of -the instrument or has the project actually d’nahgéd?

A If the latter, what caused the change° In exploring these >,

\

discrepancies between the initial rating and the current one,
N

it was discovered that ‘the project director had resigned
rfive months carlier, and the assistant director three months

, . - » . .
before the ‘field visit. Although the current director had been -

» co 00199
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@
‘a staff member from the project's inception, he had only come ¢

to’ the\community at that time, in ¢contrast to the two admin-
istrators wha had been born and brought up in the community.
The new director was' totallizrnfamilt7r with the proJect' .
'origins and over-all administration, unclear about the pro- .
Ject's current funding, could not locate & copy of the original
project description or a copy of a proposal recently approved
- , for federal funding. No board meeting had been held for four
< months and no staff training. Interviews with target agency
representatives revealed a sharp decgease in*contacts and the
'_communit&'groups\previouslv working'with the proJect are no
_(7 longer in contact with it. 'From this limited-data, it would
| appear that the change .in the proJect leadership was followed
by a rapid-decline of the project Furthermore, elections
held in November, 1972 resulted in substantial changes on the
- local school board'and other(&ocal offices. A conservative
'(political group is now dominant in the community and the aur-
rent director’isggéarful of antagonizing local government oﬁﬁp
fictials. He has instructed staff to eliminate class advo-
cacy activities. The project-is now concentrating onzdirect
"services and limited case'adeCacy. Needless to say the pro-
Jectris'rated currently as "unsuccessful," in the implementa-
‘tion phase, with an explicit commeént by the field investigator
that, "This project appears to have gone downhill sharply
within the lasthew months, according fo both staff, cooperating .

and target- agency representati#es.'

. LAY
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The sixth. proJect, and the second rated "sucCessfulm

-

initkﬂly, is classified as implemented but rated also as
far less successful than previously. Again, its ratings for
the initiation phase are the same -as earlier’while‘its ratings
for gné.implémentation;)hase have.chanved sharply. - For ex-
_ample, as part of . the validating 5:3% supporting the “Ltem
' stating that case advocacy is provided regularly (one. case
advocacy action per .week per full- time staff member) this®
" project documented 238'cases - h multiple advocacy activia
‘ties\- for'the petiéd‘of'Janugij;f, 1972 : December 31, 1972
and only 28 cases between January 1, and May, 1973. In ex-
plaining}this decline in case advocacy, the principal inves-
‘tigator informed the intervi wer that he had been notified
that because of cutbacks 1n fﬁderal funding for social programs,
federal funding would .end in the coming year (the project's
third year of operation), even’ though the project was consi- .
dered to have jeen effective. He had managed to obtain assur-
ance from a state mental health' agency that funds could be
obtained to continue the project if its focus were shifted to
an emphasis on "mental health " The project's goals and
strategies are - currently being redefined to. meet new.guide-
lines and the project is now emphasizing counseling and direct

' services. : — - 3

. o

'

Earlier Rating ' Predictive Validity '
‘J

. Impl¥cit in what has been sald”in the previous section,

3
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early ratings of fallure appear to be predictive of failure
in lbtgr stages while .successful ratings in an early phase
have onl& partial validity'in predict%ngAsuccess. " Those - _
“". projects which moved from the initiation bhasgﬁtg the T - ‘
implemgntation phase and had been rated as unsuccessful, in
the'eafiier phase; continue to be rated asveither unsucqess-
?ul or, at best, unbertain, in tne later phase. The t&b
ﬁroiects that were rated ab successful. in :Se 1n;t1ation
' bhase, by bqth the field investigators and this researcher, o
and had been'initia;ly rqte&;succé;sful_in the implementation
* phase, wére subéequentl§ rateé uncertain or failure 1in the
field t‘est'. Alfhough the issue may be one of instrument
kreliabiiity, the findings seem to indicate that the ghanged
rating i1s attributable to varfations in the proJect that
occurred during the si1x months between the two visits, for
reasons mentioned eaylier. \ ,
Thus the predictive capacity of early rﬁtings‘appears
) ' analogous_  to the situatibn regarding the reliability of the
instrument: Are thékratings valid only for predicting fail-‘
ufe? Is the 1nét;ument reliable only where unsuccessful pro-
Jects are concerned? Or is the instrument itself both un-
reliableigenerally and invalid for predicting anything about

a projectg Perhaps- the only reason consistent canclusions are

reached about project failure i1s that the probability of fall-

[=3Y

ure is s0 great that any casual assumption of failure has a

high probability of accuracy, regardless of the basis for

>
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the conclusion. One other possible reason for this difficul-

~ . & : .
ty in identifying, or predicting succéssful advocaey pro-
- N~
Jects 1s that advocacy projects~by their very_nature'may .

_#Ye so ephemeral that the likelihood of a successful project-
remaining successful is ver; slim.. Finally, as i1s pointed
out by two well-known theorigts of organizational change -
and confirned by the findings in this study - failure in

the early stages of proJect deveyppment'may well preclude suc -
4
cess in later stages; however, Success in the. early stages -

-

does not ensure success in’ a later stage.1 The problem may
-~

well be that the phenomenon is too young, and we still ha@e

not identified enough successful prgjects to provide precise

L3

data regarding ‘what variables are critical in determining -
- . 4,

success. Unsuccessful projects are legion-and we can,

and should learn fromn them.

N

For_ whatever reasons, the instrument does not seem ¢

able to identify or predict sustained success in child advo-

cacy projects,although 1t does seem able to identify and pre-
dict failura and potential failure.A Why this is the cese can
ohly be answered by further study. To some extent, the capa-

city to' screen qgﬁ obvious failures early in life may per-

-

-

mit easier identification of potential - or transitory'-

successes. More intepsive study of this category may even-
v tually clarify what a successful project really is, whether
its success can be sustained for any period of time and what

variableg mizht account for such success. “*\\

o o o
1Hage and\Alken, op. cit., pp. 31-32, < ‘ . ‘
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Additional Emergent Variables N

-

In analyzing the data obtained from the field test - -
in particular, the narrative summaries provided by the field

investigators - cé?ﬁain additional Yvariables emerged, whose

\'presence would seem to-'be poéitively correlated with success

- -~ A
and whose absence seems positively correlated with failure.
The first variable so identified, 1s. the importance of staff

supérviéion. Among the most important indicia of difficulty

.in project development is failure to provide adequate train-

v

ing for advocacy staff. Further study of this sub-sample of
six projects, seems to indicate that not only is training
o}\enormous importance, but competent, onéoing and regular
supervision is an additional essential. From discussion with

staff of several projects, it‘wduld,appear that ‘the content

of training programs may be lost unless staff have opportunity

to apply their new learning in practice as well as t&L
clarify problems and verify substance with a competent super-
visor. 1In genéral, group supervision seems preferred by

most paraprofese;onals, as being least threatening and mogti.4

helpful in terms 6f~prov1d1ng an opporfupity to share in the'

. experience of peers as well ag to obtain addition&} expertise

and skills from someone more experiencéd. Where training
programs exist without adequate subsequent supervision, staff
tend to view the traiﬁ}ng as "schooling" and the subsequent

practice as "work," and find it difficult to integrate the

two.
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—_— Second, egforts at self evaluation were identified.
'earlier es-beiné characteristic of the implementation phase
?bf proiect development; In reviewing and analyzing evalua-
’tion reports- of projects, prepared either by internal or
‘external‘staff, a further crfterion --or qualifying variable -
appears to be an essential facet ofsbuccessful implementatlon.
Almost all the evaluatfon reports prepared by projects includ-
. ed in the over-all study (three in the sub- -sample; . fours in
,the larger sample) utilize measures of effectiveness 'such

" as- increased reading scores and higher school grades .when :
evaluating the achievements of proJects.‘ Thus<far, only one .
rproject ‘has tried to employ measures specifically related to

advocacy. It would seem therefore, that in seekin

out suc-

cessfully implemented child advocacy proJects we ﬁight look

‘for projécts which incorporate such Ldvoqﬁpy specific mea -

o A——c.

Stres into their own efforts at assessing proJect accomplish-
2 , ments.. Certainly, it seems reasonable to expect a proJect

stressing advocacy to evaluate its achievement in that con- _
»

B

o :text, and not in other, less relevant terms. - _ “E&&
 J . ’ ' =~ LR
. JFinally, in ?hr search "for successfully implemented

. o

-projects,°one other criterion seems a likely candidate for
»)indicating success, although thus ‘far nb proJect reveals it.
fIn a sense, this characteristic (or variable) might indicate
; the presence of a fourth phase of project development,pone
) ﬁhich~was‘initially hypothesized but then eliminated because ®.
. ﬁno project'in the current study revealed its presence. This

variable might.beidefined‘as "stability;" as a separate phase

T 1T
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v it might be termed "continuity" as was mentioned in Chap-
L ter V, or "routinization" as defined,by Hage and Aiken. .
This phase 1is described in the literature as characterized
by the stabilization of a proJect or program, its presence
is demonstrated when the initial proJect leadership leaves'
and the project continues with its mission under new and
‘*different leadership.  Close study of'child advocacy pro-
jects has revealed how crucial the factor of projett leader-
ship is. We have seen repeatedly, how apparently successful
projects deéline when directors leave. Perhaps an important .
indicator of a successful and fully;implemented proJecthis'
its capacity for continuity even when its leadership changes.
However, as mentioned-earlier, this may be only a theoreti-‘
' - scal possibility. 1In real life, loss of leadership may in-
evitably mean loss of direction for social programs. Rou-
’/w tinization may be true only for other types of- organizations,
, or only in theory, -and stability may continue to elude child
| advocgcy projects. Clearly, this has been the case for pro//
Jects in this sample. Unfortunately, it‘seems/eQually ob-
vious that withoutusome stability successful projects cannot
maintain their success. An intermediate approach might be,
therefore, to include as a criterion.for successful implementa-

“tion the continuation of proJect mission for at least six

months under new leadership. A

Although thisfis\not:an’emergent Variable, one other

problem energed'which the instrument was not able to handle, - - }

L 4

‘and‘that is the absence of any criterion that can incorporate

. .o - @(}ZQ)@'

.
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or make allowance for a.complete change;in the natnre of a ‘Tf{k“
progran suck as fhe proJect tnat changea from a case to a
class advocacy focus. Is there some kind‘of instrument that
will permit evaluation when project goals change completelyz
T or is it possible merely to indicate that a project falled ’
| to achieve initially defined goals, but then was reorganized,

| and ,redefined ts goals? What is the likelihood oqfsuch
change béing effectively implemented? Is it worthwhile snp-
porting a prqject that seems to be developing unsuccessfully
for two years, and theg continue to support it in another
guise? Perhaps here, what is needed is a cut-off point. For
exanple, if a project does‘not implement its:initial program
by the end of the'Second year, and wants to change its focus,
the whole plan for c&ange should be subject to re-evalyation
almost as if it were‘broposed anew. The problem of goal
change and reorganization of a project suggests another area
for further study.

' While-thls chapter has reported'on the findings of
the field test of the instrument, the narrative summaries
completed by the field investigators provide furtheféinsights
into child advocacy projecte,‘programs and prectice, generally \
supplementiﬁgc refining, or confirming impressions obtained
by this researcher in the first phase of the study.> Some dis-
. cussion of this meterial will be included in the next chapter.

<~
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" ADVOCACY REVISITED

5 )

o

This study has been focused essentially on metho-

’

~ dological issues and quéstions regarding the evaluation of
‘child advocacy projects. In this chapter, I have tried
to'emp}oy the findipgs and observations of the c&¥rent
study to evaluafe—the method employed - mail survey and
semi-structured case studies - in the earlier baseline study
and to derive some new and additional insights into tpexna-
ture of chiid advocacy. What follows, therefore, is quite
consciously oﬁtside of the original and basic .design of
the study; however, thé material' included evoived 1név1tab-'
ly out of the unique opportunity provided for-}evisitlng
a large group of child advocgcy_projects (slxteen of the
twenty-three had been visited one or more times ﬁreviously),.
and fd;‘reviewing; rpfining?and revising some of thg ideas

about the programs and practice expressed‘in the earlier,

1971-72 survey.

CRITIQUE OF THE METHOD EMPLOYED IN THE BASELINE STUDY @

The most obvious fault of the 1971-72 study was the
reliance on a mail survey of programs and practice. Data so

assembled, have limifed reliability and validity. This limita-

ERIC | 0508




pleted in late 1971 and was further confirmed by the ex-
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.

tion became apparent when the first case studies were com-

periences of the current study. For example, the tnree
projects inappropriately labeled child advocacy initially
responded to the questionnaire by steting that they were

indeed ''child advocacy proJect:s.”l

Yet, when visited this
year, they immediately acknowledged the ineppropriateness
of the label. In almost every case, a mail Questionnaire
elicited idealized responsesvcombining intent and antici—
pation, and representing a kind of fwishful thinking."

The 1972-73 study confirmed the existence of an enormous
gap between rhetoric (the questionnaire responses)- and
practice (what really went on in the projects). Some of

! o
these responses were deliberately inappropriate, in part

#

because project directors defined the study as influencing

the continuation of their funding. In other cases, the

errors in response were the result of honest ignorance and

confusion, Inevitably, a questionnaire developed to elicit

responses in an unknown domain reflected seme of our own

71nitial lack of conceptual clarity and thus contributed to

some of the problems of respondents. This may have been -

unavoidablevsince one function of .the questionnaire was to.

: heip clarify the concept and ta delineate p&rameters.

g Majl questionnaires require 'a particularly high de-

" gree of precision in language and a clear definition of terms

. and concepts. This becomes particularly difficult in a 4if-

fuse domain, To illustrate some of the confusion of respon-

1See Chapter VI for some discussion of these projectis.

00209




dents, one _question asked was whether an organization was
supported by public or voluntary funds. If their auspice
or sponsorship wa.s voluntary, even though the project was
totally supported by public funding, project directors some-
times indicated‘that-they were "voluntary organizations"
and financed~through voluntary funding. Confusion was
rampant also ie«the responses to how "professional" and
paraprofessional" staff were distinguished and what was
meant by accountability" or responsiveness to consumers,
Direct intErViews‘have the enormous advantage of permitting
probingLand exploration when itdis apparent- that the. inter-
viewee hasg misunderstood the question or there is same un-
anticipated language'imprecision.

. Even though the mail questionnaire had been pre-
tested, many of these '"bugs" ;ere stll not eliminated. Con-
fusion about the use of’terms and language in a-questionnaire‘
is even more likely to_.,occur where professional, regional
or cultural differences exist in the group surveyed. Thus,
a national survey cutting across interdisciplinary practice
was subject to even more difficulty as a result. Recogniz-
ing that the problem of interviewer bias is more likely to
occur in direct interviews; it still seems a preferable risk
for purposes‘of describing and analyzing actual programs and
practice. As indicated in the last chapter, a structured

questionnaire may limit some potential bias.

Finally, another limitation inherent in the method

of the earlier study relates to,our earller ignorance about
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tne lile histor& of child advocacy projects.  We ‘Wwere not
aware of the stages and phases iﬁ’project development  and
assumed these projects would,be much further alonb opeid:
tionally.than they were in fact. Searching for whet could
be defined as child;advocacy practice, ve tended\to identi—
fy with new Sroject directors and assumed that what‘was
‘planned would eventually be implemented. 1In retrospect

i we nowv kncw that in surveying newly established projects,

it 1is particularly important to make several Visits everi if
they are brief, with a gap of six or more*months‘between
them. Older organizations, especially if they are small-
scale, can be studied more . extehsively in one visit because
their operations are readily visible and thgir routines more
fixed. New ones require at least two visits over a period
of time to see if there is any actual implementation of what
was initially projected Personal observation of staff '
and program in action is undoubtedly the best way to know

/‘" J'

‘what is really going 1nﬁe project. ’ < A

[ ]

NEW IN$IGHTS INTO CHILD ADVOCACY

)

The Role of the Funding Agency: Conflicting Guidelines
~and Dlrectives

A

As mentioned earlier in Chapter VI, the availability
of funding is‘the single most important factor in stimulat-
ing the development of new projects and influencing their
over-all "look.l This finding confirms‘our earlier impres-

_sion (see monograph) .that "money" appeared to be the most

C\i ]
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important factor in determining goals, bases of operation
and even organizational structure; Since seventeen of .

these projects are funded by federal sources, federal agency

.-guidelines assume enormous importance. ' The inherent'con-

fMects, both explicit and implicit’; in some of these guide-
line:; and the problems, difficulties and resentments that{
_emerged in child advocacy progects'as a‘result became ‘
readily apparent as these proJects received closer scrutiny.

_For eXample, without any ctear idea :of what child advocacy

- meant conceptually or in practice, several federal agencies

. , : , N
announced their intentio{'to fund community-based child

advocacy'projects. Indicating their interest in fundiné
demonstration projects reflecting a variety of models of

child advocacy, several proposals (even among the groups

.-~ funded subsequently) were turned down because their design

3
N

did not refléft the type model the agency was interested

in. Furthermore, having decided to fund child advocacy pro-
Jects and not being sure what was meant by this, federal’
agencles also insisted they wanted a high degree of community

involvement or participation (without defining what was

_ meant by that) from communities.that knew even less about

'child advocacy. For the most part, the concept of "community

involvement" or "community participation" was defined in
-~ . ) .
very narrow terms. That 1s, as establishing a policy-making
board composed of consumers or program beneficiaries. One

result was that a group of six projects funded by BEH/NIMH

\ SETEEY oy
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. -
found themselves under constant pressure. to establish

elected, active, po}icy—mdkigg boards with such membership.l
As will be d%§cuqsed in greater detail later, the two pfo:‘
jects. that tried to do this exactly ﬁerg overwhelmingly un-.
successful* in the;r.efforts;lthe remaining four Were con-
stantly faulted for their delay in agting on this and for

* their inadequacy iq aéhiev;ng it. Yet, the fact 1§'that

-~

none of these projects ardse in response to community pres- -
sures Or 1ﬁitiatives; and only oﬁe was'able to generate~strong,
’spontaneous consumer supp;rt for thé project’during the plaﬁ-
ning and initiation phaée. .Fﬁrthermore, a review of the
experiences of any'other,community program begun under simi-

. ' lar conditions (e.g., the Parent Child Centers) revealed

that establishment. of such a .board takes almost twé'years of

concentrated work by project diredtors, étaff and community

residepts tolbegin functioning; and another year or two to

function really independently and effectivél&.
‘Preésure-for establishfent for this type of board

—within the initiation phase (and generally within the first

" year) created unnecessary problems for several projects and

is indicative of the unrealistic expectations of funding agen-
cies and evaluators who view"project accomplishments within

the framework of,such guildelines. In general, explicit

'y

>

1These’pr"o,jects were funded jointly by the Bureau
of the Educationally Han‘icapped (BEH) and the National
Institute of Mental Health (NIMH). ,

o ' 00213
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guidelines from BEH/NIMH oJects were rather vague and
general. However, durihnghe ccurse of the first year.it“
became apparent that many more implicit guidelines did
ex;st, often in memcranda circulated among agency staff but
not revealed to proJect'directors. Thus, smuations were
created in which proJects were suﬁbosed to meet 1mp11c1t
but unfamiliar and unknéwn criteria.

A second area of conflict arose in relhtion to the

three Parent Chilad Center-Advocacy Projects. The Office of

Child Development awarded $100,000 fdr each of seven Parent
Child Centers to develop new advocacy components in addition
to their ongoiné programs. The guidelines }or this new N
component stressed the ;mportance cf the Parent Child | |
Center's target commuhf?;}s 1dent1f1cation.cf the needs of
children (0-5) and their families and an indication ofvwhat,
the community's priorities were with regard to these needs.
ﬁowever, the national Parent Child Center guidelines all
stressed pre-natal and neo-natal maternal and child health
care. All the initial meetings with project monitors and
federal administrators ?rom oCD, alsc emphasized the provi-

sion of maternal and child health care as the essential un-

met need. The{S“1§ a built-in contradiction in guidellnes.

-stressing the need for community identification of needs and

priorities at the same time as agencies are told specifically,

by the funding agency, what those needs and ﬁriorities are

to be. In three of the projects studied, conflict over this
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défihition of n?ed emerged ét the onset. First the questioﬁ-
was ralised, if the community was fo identify 1f§ own needs
and priorities, migﬁt 1t'rejqct the idea oflchild advocacy
altogether and opt féf‘increasing direct service provision
or for some other alternative? /§ecoﬂd, once the projéct and
the community accepted the fact that the special grant was

for cﬁild advocacy only, the questibn raised was "why Senqﬁ

'people out to interview families in the community about

their'heeds, if they have already been defined for us as.

1 maternal and child health care?". Finally, wheh initial sur-

veys of éhe community were completed, in all three projects,
the .number of pregnant women were much fewer than had been
anticipated; and the number of teenage mothers was fewer. In.
two of the three projectg, the number of children aged 0-5
wa.s substantialiy less than projected;w(These projents then
found themselves in a situation in whf%@wa variety of needs
had emerged in the community which were‘not'necessafily.re-
lated te—nmeeds specified in the guidelihes‘or in the }nstruc-
tigns from Washington. Concern wagdpxpressed by several
directors as to whether the proJectA;ould respond td other
needs; whether they would be evaluated with regard to achieve-

ments in providing maternal and child health care; if they

* could only focus on the latter and it was a relatively un-

important need in their community, what should staff do?
, ¢
It would seem that if there is a situation in which the feder-

al government is convinced of “the need for a particular ser-

CoR1d
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vice and wants to ensyre its. proviaion (end there are
‘obvious 11lustrationg of this) why go through thj;fiction

of requesting community identification of needs gince the

potential for non-agreement is solgreat and the‘!'iult sol
likely to be conflict and community resentment?

v . The issue of community-identification of needs and
priorities leade to a second area of conflict resulting from
funding agency directives. That is the frequent confusionv
around the instrument employed for exploring community

needs - a door-to-door or telephone survey of familien by
project staff. Fivé of the projects developed question-
onaires for surveying the community around needs and priori-
ties. Two other projects refused to follow tne’funding
agency s directive regarding this because of community re-
sistance. Numerous surveys had alre:dy been completed within
recent years and community residents refused to comply with
another survey, suggesting that such data were already/:vail-
able. In two other cases federal agencies had supported

such research but the reports were unavailable to project
:directorsa\ For the five projects that tréed to implement
this suryey, three designed a questionnaire and sent staff
out into the community. The remaining two, funded by another
HEW agency, were told that their questionnaires must be
approved by the Office of Management and Budget before being
used. One project submitted its questionnaire in May, i972

to its project monitor and still had not received approval in
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November of that year; the second submitted it in July and

luuinotrecetzed any respofise by Novehber; For both prbjects,\

staff time had been allotted to the survey and the result

of the pfolopged and unanticipated delay wils é'substantial”

under-utilization of staf%. In addition, program devglopf

ment, éeared to the result of the'ﬁlanned survey, could

not proceed. There appears to be some contradiction in the

fact that two agencies in one federal department follow suéﬁfﬂ"

totally different approaches with regard to the development

and use of a questionnaire for a community survey. It is

understandable that communiéiZE;sidents might be sensitive

. about being interviewed and.there might be a valid issue
regarding invasion of privacy. However, if this is the cage,
it would: appear that the decision should be made by theé conmun-
ity, not the federal government. And if the federal gotern- -
ment is making it, at least it should be made consistently.
Finally, if approval is to be granted by another federal A
agency, surely it should not take more than seven months,

especially when one considers the limited life span of most

of these projects. P

. Two other problems réléted to federal funding arise'“

out of the cenfusion around what a research an&ZZemonstration T
project is and the consequencés of short-term funding for

new and innovative service delivery prtjects. Fourteen of

the seventeen federally funded projects arg&?ocated in pover-

"ty areas. /ﬁrincipal inv stigators and directors of several

ERIC 021t
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of these projects (needless to say, they requested anonymity) ,
indicated that their projects were really not "research and
deﬁonstrationﬁ projects but were.rgther structures for
channeling money into the community by providing Jobs for com-
. munity residents (an approach similar to that of many of the
anti-poverty projects). Within this context, one black
director of a project situated in a ghetto community pointed
out that: o '
‘The time for this approach is past. Providing Jjobs
for a few people is no longer.defined as cdequate,
criteria for establishing a new project. If the
.feds are going to put money into research and demon-
stration projects, let them find good models of high
quality service delivery. New projects that are un-
clear about what they are trying to accomplish or are
similar to other previously unsuccessful projects
in the community should not be funded. Instead, con-
centrate i1f necessary on a few'rﬁhlly imaginative
approaches of proven existing models and provide
enough money for a sufficient period- of time to ac-
complish something.

Not only is there serious interest around . the country
in real program_innovatioﬁ and valid research and demonstig-
tion projects, but related concern is expressed regarding the .
nature of federal funding, in particular the "short-term"
approaéh such funding tends to follow, and the consequences
of this for innovative efforts at sérvice_deliVery. As is
obvious frem the.fipdings of this study, the start-up périod
for new projects is'much longer than is generally recognized
(petween one‘andAtwo’years). Considering this, funding pro-

jects for one year 1is meéningless and even three year funding

ends for many projects when they have just become fully opera-

/
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tional. Realistically, the investment in setting up new
'projeqts capnot beﬁip to pay off until sometime in the
.‘third year, shortly‘before the éemise of many of these.
~Althoug}m several projects €£e trying to generate local
f;nancial.SUpporﬁl-thg probleq£§§y obtaining this can be
seen if oné,look5'at évvolunfar& ngtwork of community-based.
prdiects.which_also used a three year time frame‘as’the
basls for assured.fundink and assured that 4ndividual pro-
- jeptsquuld be seiTrsupportéd locally, subsequently. Ex-
‘ ce;pt for one project, thjo.s has not worked and the central
o;ganizétioﬁ has acknowledged the problem but has not yet'
beeg.suécegsful’gn solving 1it. »
‘Thé,mgjor~c9nséquence of this type of funding is
that just as & project is ready for an impact evaluation
studf;rits fhnding ends, offen before an‘accurate evaluation

-

of outcome can be made and regardless gf whethqf*or'hot=v§;

the project is a success or a failure.

7 N\ . o
The Target Communityj'
' k ' o _ : _ . -
o SN > A belated recognition of the importance of the

target community as a factor in influencing Qhe development
of a phiId,advécacy project emeiged in the course of this .- N
‘study. In particular, it is a Tactor that should be more
cafefuliy considered when planning~a’new project. The

- degree of commumty cqhesiOn'(QS contrasted w%th cé@munity

fragmentation),diifctly influences the time and effort re-
| #0219 . i
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quired;tO‘obtain‘community parti,ipation in planning and the
success in establishing a neu project, As'mentioned earlier,
the previous experience commuhities have had with federal
proJects also influences their attitudes toward newly estab-
lished child advocacy projects, For example, six communities
that had been/floodedﬁby new and short-term proJects in the ’
sixties were highly. suspicious of child advocacy proJects. :
Four of these (and an additional two) were in communities
that had been heavily suryeyed and studied by neighboring

iversities and teaching hospitals and reJected any proJect
that was premised on instituting a ."community survey. Not
‘only did a compromise have to be worked out, but one community‘
that was particularly "gun-shy" about research almost rejected
the project 4in toto until. it whs~given the right to limit
activities of outside evaluators, ( | ‘

Under these circumstances, developing .o constituency

in the com?unity for a.proJect requires deliberate effort, .
- time, and often, imagination. Related to this,adirectors
of the'thirteen projects located in underservicedvcommunities
are completely satisfied with their choice of target com-
munities, while the directors of the five proJects 1ocated'
'in "heavily serviced" communities now Question the appro-

priateness of thelir choice. The 1atter'fee1 that the role

'of the project is limited: to providing access services and

case advocacy. Class advocacy 1s defined.as far more dif-
ficult to implement in such communities and their conclusion

1s that projects in such communities have much less visible

‘ , ) |
J i ¢ . s |
|
|
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impact than projects located in’a cdmmunity where anything
“accomplished is highlighted.

In a sense, the problem appears ® be perceived 16-
co;;ectly gy these directors. it would seem that the issue
is"not necessarilj seld?‘i%n‘of an underserviced community
vérsué a hegvfly serviced‘one, but rather the need for an
app;opridte diagnosis of the problem or need in a community
which would then ieqd.to thg selection of appropriate ob-
Jectives, targetg and'strﬁtegiés. Instegd, these directors
are saying, in'effect,‘given a particular oﬁjeétive,,we
should have chosen a community that would-have facilitated
its ;chiéyement. This mayvﬁeAvalid:for projects c;alming
ﬁhat the funding agency defined the obJjegtives, but hot for
those free to define them as they saw the need. Regardless
‘of which perspective is employed, it is essantial for thg
planner qf new projects to d%derst@nd tﬁe role the community

may play in enhancing or impeding project development.1

Advocacy;Goalsl Objeétives and Targets

The creation of child agvocacy projects is &% much {}
. a reaction against hoﬁ other agencies, organizations, and
: . 1

£

A}
-

1For some related comments about the‘communi%y and
- advocacy targets -and strategles, see Kramer, op. cit., pp. 260-273.
One difference between community action programs and child
advocacy programs may be that the latter do not appear to re-
flect conflict between the "competent community" and the

"competent program." On the contrary, it seems that the more
competent the community, the more competent the program, thus
implying _that community competence must come first.«

@ -
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inStitutions‘are serving chiidren as it is a responsé to
re-ordering children's needs in our system of national
priorities. 1In selec%ing obgectives and targets for in-
tervention, projects that are based at the community
levei must recognize the importance of selecting those in
which intervention is possible from their community base.

”}f more powerful targets are selected, projects must de- 1
velop appropriate strategies, for”example, 1limit the number T
of targets addfeésed; focus on a circumscribed segment of

~a major target; or expand the power base of‘the project.

As further i1llustrationy almost every project in the study
includés an individual school or local school system as»one

.or more of the targets addressed. Projects which appear
most successful either provide case advocacy to a limited
number of children or classes W thin one or two schools;
select the school system as the _Ell target addressed by the

project (thus permitting the development of uniform proce-

l
|
l
!
dures for handling adyocacy cases and dgveloping staff exper- ‘ ‘
tise regarding this target system); or organize coalitions
with several other community, county, or even state organiza- p
tions around specific issues such as chﬁnging a state law<or
b;inging a class action law suit.

A realistic approach to tbe selection of obJjectives
and targgts would include some recognition of ﬁhat the .
community defines as important, some selection of what can

realistically‘be achieved, as well as decisions about stra-

: , |
tqgieg for achlieving it. The head of one project dbmmented;

o \
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Community-based projects can effect only very limited
change at limited local levels; thus their objectives
should be circumscribed and realistic. Programs which
have as their objectives rhetorical goals-about major
institutional change are unrealistic and should not’
‘be funded. At best, ecommunity-based prqjects can at- '

tempt to create a community conscience which may then
begin to generate some activities for more important
change.

Another problemfin relation to goals and objectives
lies in the confusion between objectives ahd stratﬁgies.l
Many projects find it difficult to separate the two and
thus find goal achievement impossible to attain, For ex-
ample, one community-based project which pro%idés direct
services a§ a strategy‘for obtaining‘credibility in the

- : - - , R .
community or mobili;;ng/izbonstituency to-support the pro-

'vm_vjégfrfé;;gnizes that such provision is strictly functional,

and may graduelly eliminate it. In contrast to this, another
o project that provides‘direct seryices because other agencies

make referrals to it and community people expect service, in

- time may permit the direct serviée program to become the to-
tal project component and hay lose sight‘of its original-
objectives. A related 1ssuevis whethgr of not advocacy can
‘be practiced in communities with substantial quaﬁtitative in-
adequacies in services. Additional study ma& prove that,

effective imMplementation of advocacy may fequire,the existence

» 1For example, the Progress Report of one project
states: "The YDPPA strategy is to divert children from the
juvenile justIce system, avoid negative labeling of children,
reduce alienation among youth, and develop greater access on
the part of youth to socially desirable roles. The program
achieves these objectives b roviding direct services and
by bringIng about InstitutIonal change." (Emphasis added)

\




of certain bésic service minima in a community.

One final probiem regarding specificity of objec-
tives is the potential conflict between the need to specify
objectives as early as poéélble in planning a project and
the 'simultaneous need to maintain flexibility and openness
in a project, not delineatiﬁg criteria for evaluation so
early that the project is frozen into rigidity at 1ts in-
ception. It would seem that the prpcess of achieving
goal specifility has to be defined aé a matter of degree, | >
increasingly delineateq,over time. Certainly this seems to
‘'be the case 1A the most successful projecta in this study.
_Thusy; an initial obJectivel of one project was to ensure \
that the school system be made more responsive‘to the needs
of students. During the initiation phase, goals were firther
specified to include the developmert of a formal grievance ~
procedure to handle individual student complaints; chahging
school policies (pefﬁitting pregnant éirls to remain in
school; permitting‘iay advocates to accompany studentspat 8
disciplinary hearings; using school buildings on weekends){
ensufing provision of students' K legal rights; changing legis-~ A % '
lativi/d%des, Almost all the directors of projects studied 2

(in particular, all the "sﬁccessful," "uficertain" and even

one of the "failure" group) recognize themselves that the1£
goals tend to be too broad and too diffuse. Thebﬁbst success- ,
ful projects are the ones that seem to be most aware of this
problem and are constantly striviné to narrow their focus

'éﬁd estdbl;sh priorities. Delineating priorities unfortunately

(oned ™
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presents problems for many organizations both new and well
established, so learning how to do this may merely be an

’

inevitable parﬁ of a project's "growing pains.”

Advocacy Processes

N

=

Almost half the projects (10) were established on
the assumption that they would provide both case and class
advocacy with case advocacy provkding the ca&e findings that
in time would identify class advocacy issues and document
positions. Since four of these stated that class advocacy
‘would not ?e implemented unz}l §he fhirq year of the project
and none of these was in its third year at the time studied,
it mayvbe unfair to nqte that none of thq‘four and only one
of the remaining group of six estabiishe& on this premise
has managed to 1mp1emeﬁ£ classsadvocacy. On the other
hand, two projects' that successfully provided class advocacy
did Qo_soon after beginning prbv;sion of case advocacy. How-
ever, this action was not premised on individual case—advocacy
findings; Insteéd, in these projects clabé advocacy 1s -
defined as having a different substantive base and is handled
by separate specialist staff, including lawyers.

One of the most interesting findings of the 19371-72
@ational survey of child advocacy was the high incidence of
projects providing both case and class advocacy.‘ Since pre-
&1ous expgrience and all evidence reportedfig the_literature;

~ indicated the 1lnevitability of conflict when both types
{ . N .
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\
" were provided by one gfganization, the apparent shared
existencé éf case and class advocacy in child advocacy .
proJects&was quite noteworthy.1 .
All twenty-three of these projects were in last
- year's study and all claimed to be providing both types of
advocacy at that time. Only four were in fact doing so at
the time of this séudy. One obvious co,clueion is the one
mentioned earlier - the fallibility of mail surveys. Another,
of course, 1s the difficulty in knowing what in fact is being
provided in the project when a‘ngw facet of the program has
Jusé been initiated. Thﬁt these projects anticipated pro-
vision of ciass advocacy as well ;s case'advocacy is un-

questioned; that.there is a large gap between the anticipa-
tion, the plan, and the implementation seems quite obvious

. .. ’
now. ’

Thus » one reason that child advocacy pxjects appear
able to encompass both case and class advocacy is that they

are only providing the former and still planning provision

received substantial community support ‘or the need for class
advocacy is well documented empiriceally). It is still possi-
ble that this dual thrust is feasible. ‘HOWBVer, there 1is

1 : .
For extensive discussion of the potential conflict
between case and class advocacy, see references to articles
by Edward J. O!'Donnell listed in the bibliography. In support
of this conventional position, see also, Chgrles Grosser,
Helping Youth; Kahn, Studies in Social Poli

of the latter at‘some future point (once the proJject has l

and Planning .
ew York: Russell Sage roundation, 19609), pter VII, In con-

trast to his earlier position, O'Donnell recently stated that !
current research on multi-service centers seems to indicate that |
o case and class advocacy can be provided by the same organiza-
El{llC tion. (Personal Communication, June, 1972) '
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no evidence in current child advocacy practice to support
this cpnciusiqn. In fact, one "successful" project has
supported the conventional position that the two conflict
and that cldss &dVOC}py at the communlty level 1is hot
feasible because it requires the active support of indivi-
duals whose only real concern is their own case and who
donot want attention drawn to their problems.

With regard to the four projects that do provide
bgth case'and class advocacy, two explanations are possible.
First, in three of the projects, separate staff provide
each type of advocacy; lawyers in particular, are utilized
for the provision of class advocacy either through class
action suits or through identification of targets, appro-
priate strategies and the training of lay staff. Second,
is the possibility thag it is not class advocacy (or social

.

action) per se that conflicts with case advocacy (or direct
|

services) but rather the nature of the strategies employed

Ed

in achieving the relevant objectivesy For example, charac-
teristic of all these pxjects are thé consensua%, non-conflic-
tual strategies employed in achieving these obJectives.

Fact finding, persuasion, negotiation, publicity, the use

of influentials, community organization and community pres-
sure, the development of coalitions and broad-based con-
stituencies, and lbbbying are satandard techniques; adversarial
positions and direct confrontation tactics are played down.
A}t?ough the threat of courﬁ action was important in getting

initial recognition, the director of one eminently successful

e 00227

I




220

\ ~ R
LY

case and class advocacy project sald that after two years

.

b
of operation, direct confrontatfon techniques were used

increasingly less and‘were defined by staff as less'neges-

sary asg their knowledge and expertise grew. Documentation
of positions taken ; buttressing these positions fy facts
and knowledge of relevant laws and‘ﬁtatute@ - 15 1dentified
as the most effective strategy for successful advocacy at
both the case and class level. "Argue from and with the
facts., Forget the rhetoric, the emotional positions, the
“irrational fighting." This 15 the app¥®oach described as |
} pa}ticulariy effective in changing'policies and procedureé
in formal bureaucrécieg or in changing the attitudes of hos-
tile professioﬁhls& As the director quoted above stated, an
approach such as this explains why a project may be able to
provide class advocacy without antagoﬁizing'those service
systems providing services to individual clients also.

A related issue may be the fact that regardless of
whether the advocacy activiéy is case or~c1ass-focused, the
object or target of intervention for community-based projects

. tends to be a service éystem, institution or organization,
It 1s'not political action per se although political action
to benefit all children may be far less threatening than
political action to benefit the poor and minority groups.
. The avoidance of acti?iﬁ?'directed at increasing the political
power of the consumggfgroup may also contribute to the
-apparent lack of confiict bgtween case and class advocacy in

. those projects 1ncorpo?u%1ng both. Finally, one other possible
. > .

VAR
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reason for the potential compaiigility of these two types
of advocacy is that class advocacy may be the implicit
long-term goal of all advocacy projects. In this context,
case advocacy become s the primary strategy for case find-
ing and ddcumentation of 1ssues 19 class advocacy. For
projects that view class advocacy as primary and case ad-
vocacy as the base from which it can be implemented, there
should)be no conflict since the interest of the individual
clients would be expected to be subsumed under those of the
group. Thus far, howevef, there are no actual illustrations
of this approach and no data to support its viability in
current practice.. ’

Two other comments may be made about the types of
advocacy provided. First, lay advocacy is overwhelmingly
predominant at the qommunity level., ‘Where legal staff is
employed, their role is essentially that of ancillary staff,

specialists or consultants. " The core proJject 1is iay-admin-

istered. .Second, external advocacy, in contrast'to internal

advocacy, is equally predominant. There are only two internal
advocacy projegts in the group studied and one of these

never even got Qff the %round. Internal advocacy, in par-
ticular, monitoring the'services from within a single insti-

tution, is apparently much more difficult to implement,than

‘it appears. Obviously, one cannot draw any conclusions from

a sample of two proJects,yet it is interesting to note that
the successful one of these two is strongly supported by the

top administration in its sponsoring institution while the

02229
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”fai%yre” never obtained administrative support. Some
possible questions that arise from tkis observation in-
clude: Can internal advocacy be implemented only when
administrative support is present? (In a sense this means
-
that 1t can be implemented where it may be least needed)
Can internal advocacy ever be implemented without such
support and 1f so, how? Another distinction between the
two internal advocacy projects is that the "successful" one
was clear about 1its advocacy objectives from the time it was
first planned and anticipated a gradual structuring of the
program throughout the initiation phase. The "failure"
anticipated immediate action and after six months gave up
trying to provide advocacy at all.

For almost all the projects providing case advocacy
the individual case predominates as the entry point fo;
advocacy. Three projects monitoring a local service system
&ttqmpted‘tc use this system as the/enéry point., The dif-
' ference was that each of these projects used its staff in
brdkerage or liaison rolés between itself and the target
agency. In each project, the staff founJTthemselves in con-
flict between the two organizations and in all three ended
up dominated or co-opted by the target agency Bystem. The
problem seems to be that-the monitoring role must be kept

dominant; if the brokerage role assumes too much importance,

the project may lose control of its staff.
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Access and Advocacy

Considering the fact that case advocacy is the pre- °
dominant ﬁype of advocacy at the community level and that
over one half the projects studied (12) include the provision
of access services (1nformation,Lreferra1, brokerage) as
clearly integral to the provision of case advocacj, it seems
\worthﬁhile to consider the possible implications of this

relationship. Particg;grly noteworthy is the fact that all

"successful" projects included a major access service com-
ponent and defined it as an essential base for case advocacy.
" One project director commented that a network of locally based
Ainformation and referral services would be an ideal way for
developing a community-based case advocééy system. In effecf,’
he saw a centrally organized, loéklly based access service
program linked up to all the agencies in a city as providing
a network of case advocacy projects. In addition, a cen-
tralized administrative office could correlate the categories
of needs and problems identified at the neighborhgod level
and thus document and order issues for class advocacy. This
suggestion for establishing a locally based access service
system raises the issue of whether advocacy is more effective
when pgovided as one part of a general service or when prd-
vided by an autonomous and specilalized project. As yet, no'
~ systematic gffort has been made to study such an alternative
which relates not only to the distinction between the

specialized advocacy practitioner and the general practitioner

00251
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" but highlights thespecialist/genertlist dichotomy with

regard to the organization as a whole

Advocacy Structures

This issue of the relationship of access services(J |
to advocacy raises a related issue also. Thet is the
organizational structure of child advocacy orojects and the
kind of structure that most enhances the implementation

of advocacy. One facet of this 1s the question raised above
with regard to the autonomous, specialized proJect’versds

the supplemental component of a more generalized program. éﬁ{
Another facet, however, is the type of organizational struc-_
ture - bureaucratic or human relationsg- that most enhances

or facilitates the provision of advocacy. Considering he
fact that these projects all tend to resemble a human rela-
tions organization with regard to function and nature of
’tasks performed, aingst all tend to be .organized along tra-
ditional bureaucratic lines. Most have a‘three tier hier-
archical structure with deciSion-making_centralized in- the
hands of the director, supervision and tr&ining controlled

by him and the assistant director, and services provided

by direct line "advocate" staff. Superficially, at any rate,
these projects seem to resemble a combination of both
bureaucratic structure and human relations function.

‘iSince'there 1s some question as to the self-conscious-

ness and deliberateness with which these proJects develop

D
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- developed for outcome evaluation.
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- their organizational structure, another arearﬁpr further -

¥

© study might be a more intensive analysis of the relation-
5ship'between the organizational'structure of a project and

) eventual outcomes. For example,'five of the projects'have

.'limited the number of targets addressed by them to a single

'target. Staff training is concentrated on providing rele-

1S

vant information, techniques for problem identification,
solution and effective intervention, with regard to the
specific project's target In effect, staff become experts
in dealing with these targets and are often more knowledgea-
ble than memgers of the target system. Comparison of out-
comes achieved by this kind of staff with specialized ex-

pertise, with more generally trained advocate staff in the

other three "successful" projects might provide an¥Eresting

.
: data and be frui;fully incorporated into any instrument

Advocate Staff

The projects are'staffeq predominantly by indigenous

‘paraprofessionals (15 out’ of 23) most of whom are relatively

inexper’enced. On the other hand, projects are administered,

~ almost without exception, by professionals (19 out of 23)

4y

who'represent a ‘wide variety of disciplines, such as early
. - ¢ v .

childhood education, special education, law, teaching, so-

ial"work psychology. Although, in eight of the projects

most staff have completed professional training, all direc-
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- cern 1s expressed for. the future of campetent paraprofessional

tors stress the need for more experiehced staff than ini-

tially employed and the need for more focused and exten-

s8ive training for staff even when they are experienced.

.-Project directors continue to stress the importance
of training yet training programs continue to be haphazard

and weak. Very few even exist, let alone seem\91fective.

-~ The three that appear most worthwhile focus on pro#iqing

gsubstantive expertise regarding one target system or ex-
tensive and repeated training on an annual basis. In al-"
most all projects, the request for,training manuals, materials
and general training expertise ere ever present.

a/// Related to the whole issue of trdning, in particular
for paraprofessional staff, is the pervasive problem re- ‘

garding the transferability of staff training, experience,6 and

expertise. In talking to staff in many of these proJects as

. ) ¢
well as to thelr supervisors and administrators; grave con-
: . g .

staff who?e lack of formal credentials 1limits thefﬁ ability

to obtain comparable Jobs, in particular at a time when social

programs are losing fﬁﬁding and personnel is belng discharged.'

Therefore, it would seem essential that when planning train-

. r .
ing programs for staff, considerable thought»be given to

developing a work-study program with a neighboring college

‘or university s0 that at least some credit can be earned

towards an.eventual degree. Where possible, preference should

. - e
be for developing a training program which will culminate in




case advocacy is as likely to be implemented effectively

a difference, that is, either specialized staff are involved
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at least an associate of arts’ degree.
| There does not appear to be any significant differ-
ence between what either professionals, paraprofessionals

or volunteers actually do when they "advocate.” Certainly,

by paraprofessionals as professionals. As mentioned earlier,

where class advocacy is concerned, there does seem to be
‘ 1} x

or the administrators or directors of the pfoject .carry
out class advocaqg This may indicate that provisiOn of
class advocacy requires professional staff. However, only )”‘1ﬂ
further study can_conf%rm this.
Finally, of the eighteen projects with paid staff

(not just paild administrators) all have full-tim® staff,

even though five initially employed part-time staff. Elimina-
tion of part- -time employment is particularly characteristicv
of projects which stressed the hiring of indigenous para-
professionals onTy. Although in some cases, staff saild they
need full-time employment and pressured for theinr changed
statusl~p$oject directors generally claimed that part—time,A
paraprofessional employees were not an efficient and
effective work force and that they required too substantial
an investment ig/fraining and supervision to warrant the
limited return provided from theirkpart-time employment

One last comment relates to the use of paraprofes—

sional staff, the dominant staffing pattern in these pro-

‘Jects. Indigenous paraprofessionals first became an important

00235 | 7




228

factor in staffing sogial programs during thé 196bs in
the anti-poverty programs. Thelr use, value,'and the
possible problems related to such stéff héve been exten-
sively discussed elsewhere and thelr primary value iden-
tified as providing a bridge or link between professional
staff' and the immediate community.1 (An alternative ra-
tionale stresses use of paraprofessionéls in order to
provide _needéd Jobs.)

Although sOome of the problems identified in these
projects have'been recognized before, such as the 1ssue of
maintaining confidenfiality regarding information about
other members of the community, one particular problem seems .
underscofed here. For the most part, these paraprpfessionals
are not being used as links with the communfty,}but are
rather being trained to work as pseudo-professiohals, with
the result that they often end up in a no mans land, with
neither, the credentials or expertise for‘prqfessional Jobs
nor credib%lity in the community. It seems as 1if the‘con-
éept of the worker as "bridge" has been rejected both by pro-
Ject admin{stration‘and by staff. Although this 1s not a new

lsee Sherman Barr, "Some Observations on the Practice

of Indigenous Non-Professional Workers," in Personnel in
Anti-Povert Prog*gms' Implications for Social Work Eaucation

ew York: Counc on Soclal Wor ucation, PP.
Gertrude Goldberg, "Non-Professionals in Human Services," 1n
Charles Grosser, William E. Henry and James G. Kelly, ‘eds.,
Non-professionals in the Human Services (San Francisco: Jossey-
Bass, Inc., 1909).pp. 12-39.
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.problei; the c%nsistency with which it appears in these

projects may be ihdicative of the problem projects have
generally with ensuring accountability to‘consumers. Pro-

Jects have attempted several conventional apprqaches to

.

sroviding client and consumer accountability, one of Which

ils the use of indigenous staff. As will-be discussed lateY,

the inadequacy of existing devices for ensuring accountabiiity<

may reflect the fact that the gdministration gets carried
away by form ‘and étructuré and falls to support the explicit
function in practice._’This problem of accountability and

the confusidn between structure and fugétiop will be discussed

again.

Leadership .

At the_completion of our national survey of child
advocacy, we foered our impression that leadership was a
crucial factor in developing a successful child advocacy
pro ject. This impression is more than confirmed by the
findings of Fhe current étudy. The rolé oi‘leadership is

~ .
critical in the planning phase qf child advocacy ppojects -

.from the importance of individual initiative in stimulating

the planning process and the active invplvement of leader-
ship throughout the process, to the importance of leader-

ship responsibility for the preparation and submission of a

formal proposal. It is critical again 1n the initiation.
"~ phase where continuity of leadership between planning and

initlation becomes essential. . Successful initiation of child
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advocacy projects is characterized,without exéeption,oby

the high 'quality of leadership from the beginning of the
project through later developmenﬁ. Finally, the little evi-
dence this sfudy proﬁides regardﬂhg successful implementation,
seems to indicate that leadership continuity remainé ihpor-
tant and thatvthe commitment of leadership ;g the project 1s;
an essential factor.

v

Child advocacy represents an effért at innovative
programming. Where a new concept of program or pr;ctice is
being implemented, strong leadership'becoyes esseﬁtial. Al- L
though styles of leadership may vary from the charismatic to
the low-keyed and understated,  -all the successful'projecbs
in the study are directed by someone who understands the
conceptual framework of the proJéqt and is oygrwhelmingly

committed to its goals and obJectives. In addition, when

the leader of a successful project leaves, the project ‘then.
% ! “, » “

%

shows signs of retrogression.
It 1s worth noting that the importance of leadership
in implementing a new project is a facto tﬁat has been com-

1
mented on elsewhere, both in theory as well as in practice.

For another perspective on leadership, see George
A, Brager and Harry Specht, Community Organizing, Part I,
pPp. 3-06; Neil Gilbert, Armin Rosenkranz and Specht, "Dialectics
of Social Planning," Social Service Review, Vol. 18, No. 2,
March 1973, pp. 78-86.

In another context, Sylvia Porter, writing about the
importance of leadership and management in business, says,
"In an overwhelming nine out of ten cases, the reason under-
lying a business failure will be the manager's Q.ncompetence,
inexperience, ineptitude." She implies further, that in a
variety of organlizations - both profit and non-profit - the
lgaggrship factor 1s a critical variable. (New York Post, May 4,
197 '

~/
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In one study effective implementation is defined as being
contingent on strong leadership in the planniné phase.

e e key to effective implementation is, off course,
the degree of commitment to the change felt by cer-
saln key participants who must implement it. While
‘an organization can afford to have some members who
will comply with the new requirements with Bt faint
enthusiasm and a very few who are in active opposition,
most of the key figures need both understanding and
emotional commitmet if important and lasting change is
to be effective. This understanding and commitment
needs to be built during the diagnostic and planning
“phases. If it is achieved at these phases, the imple-
mentation will predictably go relatively smoothly.

An even stronger and more comprehensive statemeqt
of the importance of project leadership is made in a report
put out.by the Ford Foundation on the evaluation of its own
school project during the 1960s. One of the conclusions of
‘this stedy is that "... the succgss or failure of the pro-

Ject probably was determined more by the performance and

continued service of the project director than by any other
2
"

single factor. Further confirmation of this point of

view may be found in the subsequent statement that "...there
was & distinct tendency in most cases for the director who
was present at -the creation (of the new project) to remain

faithful to the proJectr.,"?~wh11e project directors who were

v

lLawrence and Lorsch, op. cit., p. 88.

2A Foundation Goes to School, The Ford Foundation
Comprehensive School Improvement Program, 1960~70, p. 33.
(Emphasis added)

31b1d., p. 3b.
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gelected after a grant was made tended to have both ﬁofe
limited leaderehip capaéity as well as more limited com-
mitment to preJect goals andeobJectives; Fiqeliy,:the

Ford report comments on the fact that high dependence of
projects on 1nd1v1dual\ieeders was compb&hded by thelr

high rate of .turnover. Tﬁus, when directors changed, the
basic interests and capabilities of the proJects changed.
"Existent priorities were abandoned or neglected, new ones
were established, and resources had to be devoted to gear-
ing-up agein and resolving the uncertainties Ehat accompany
that process., In a few 1nstance§§ the replacement of direc-
tors led to proJect improvements, but 1q most the effect

was detrimental."1 Similarly, for this group of child"
advocacy projJects, at least half the directors changed within‘
the first two years of the project's exlistence, with simi-
lar negative copsequences. An even clearer indication of

15

: L
this problem may be seen in a project which appeared highly

~successful when initially visited in the course of this

\
study. When re-visited six months later, five months after

the director resigned to return to graduate school and three

‘ months after the assistant director left, the project had

lost its "sense of direction," the program had chahged and
staff morale had deteriorated.

\

Boards: Structure and Function

'l

Establisﬁing a board (advisory or policy-making; lay ’/:]
. Ibid., pp. 33-34.
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professionai\or both; consumer, elite 6r cbmbination; actively
participating or ad hoc) is one of the maJor.organizational
tasks for new child advocacy proJects. Of the twenty-three
projects studied, ten had no board at’'the time visited,

either through deliberate choice or because of prcblems_in

the oiéanizaéion and establishment of a board. The remaining

thirteen had some form of board, usually advisory, and usu-

ally meeting on an ad hoc basis (if at all) with little in-
put into the project. Two proJeqts had policy-making boards

‘composed of a combination of elites and professionals. In

one, consumers were included also. In ten projects, all

s
s

members were appointed to the board by the project director

‘and specifically selected because of their commitment and

enthusiasm for the project's objectives. One other project
has a similarly composed advisory board. Three projects
established policy-making boards with membership elected by
community residents and of these two were defunct by the end
of the first year and the third was in such difficulty that
the director did not cali for new elections at the end of the
board's term of office and tﬁe project wasvwithout a board for
six months before the, second efforts were made at organizing
a board.

‘Six of .the projects, funded by one federal agency
were under heavy pressure to establish an elected policy-
making board with substantial community representation and to
do'it within the first year of the project's life, The two
projects that attehpted this had problems throughout the year

as a result. Two of the ofher projects established an appoint-
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ed advisery board and were faulted for this while the re-
maining two established no board at all, Several other
projects were under similar but less 1ntensé pressure‘to
do the same 'thing.

After visiting twelve projects and interviewing as
many directors it seemed 6bvious that esﬁablishlng such a
board presented substantial problems for every project.
In an effort at obtaining some additional pefrspective, sev-
eral directors of older child advocacy projects or othef
community action programs were quéstioned as to the viability
of elected, policy-making boards. \Without exception, the
eight directors interviewed all stated ﬁhat“establishing such
a board composed of elected dommunity representatives, re-
quired at least two years of concerted effort for it to
become involved in makag policy also, required another two
years. Thus, criticism of these child advocacy projects for
not establishing such boards After one year of operation,
seems highly unreasonable and unfealistic.l

In reviewing the experience of several other projects,
ce;tain characteristics appear to affect the length of time
it takes for a board to become operational ahd tHe'type of
problems that may emerge in the process. For example, boards
compbsed solely of elites and professionais take the least
time to be organized and become functioning.‘ Although boards
composed of lay people only may have difficulty in defining
role and function, boards composed of both professionals and
lay people (or consumers) with the latter group less educated,

66242 !
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unsophisticated’ and 4néxperienced,(or a board composed
of experienced adults and inexperienced youth) are most
difficult to organize and to get operating. In four
projects where boards were similar to that described
above (professionals and inexperienced youth) the pro-
fessionals or the adults tended to dominate and either
the other members withdrew or became activeiy hostile,
creating constant internecine conflict within the board.

One project director suggested thdt if the estab-
lishment of:an elected policy-making board composed of
community residents was supposed to be a major project
objective, a structured approach to phasing-in the board
should be followed. For example, he suggested that six
months be spent in organizing the community, identifying
issues and preparing for elections; three months should be
spent ;n training those people elected for membership on
the board in their roles, duties and board procedures. This‘
should be done as a first step in establishing a new project
before any other part of the program is developed.

Administrators and funders should be prepared for pro-
Ject directors to spend the first six to nine months
Just getting a board organized. It has to take at

least one year for the organizational structure of staff

and board to learn to work together before a program

can begin to be established, let alone become opera-
tional.

An alternative appro&ch to supporting community
participation was suggested by two other directors. Qheir

idea was that projecté should establish two advisory boards,

o
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one composed of professionals and elites and the other com-
posed of consumers aﬁd lay people. Only when ¢he lay board
becomes really cohesive and self-confident should the two
be integrated. ’

A third suggestion, arfd like the previous ones
made also by the director of a‘child advocacy project located
in a minority community, Qas that giected membership could
work only if the community was highly organized and had a
strong sense of community coﬁésion.l In fragmented or dis-
persed communities only appointed boards can be established,
and be effective. |

The directors of six projects located in ghetto
communities and serving minority populations all stressed the
fact that the'elected boards were a waste of time and effort.
One saigf"appointed, committed people who have expertise is
far moré.important than holding elections and having a repré-
'sentafive board, especially since such boards are never

really representative,"

SANCTION, LEGITIMACY, AND ACCOUNTABILITY

Establishing a board - one of several organizational

tasks in the 1n1tiationvphgse of project development - receives

1lor, to use Kramer's terms, a "competent community"
is essential for the development of a'competent program."
Kramer, op. cit., p. 203

¢ .




-~ 237

exaggerated importance by project directors because it is \\\\\

defiped as 8o 1mp6rtant by funding agencies. It is cer-

tainly not a primary factor influencing the success or

failure of child advocacy projects. Indeed, it is a per-

fect illustration of the 1nappropr¥ne weighting given to

& structural variable without‘analyzing.lts relevance for

goal achievemeht. 'The impoftant question 1s what is the

function of a board? Is this function essential for the

effective development of a child advocacy project? 1Is the

board the only device for provision of this -function?

Among the more important functions of a board are: to pro-

vide sanction and legitimacy for thé project, to provide a

channel for community participation in the program and to

ensure accountability to consumers and other groups within

the comminity. '
The traditional policy-making boards in volunt@ry

organizations provide power, sanction-and legitimacy from

the fact that they—@bntrol the actualléource of funds. Often )

they either give the funds di?ectly, represent groups which

provide funds (e.g., fcundatiqns)‘or do direct’fund raising.

Since money 1s the single most 1mpor§ant factor influencing

project development, controlling theASOurce of moﬂey becomes

equally important in influencing, if not determining policy.

In such organizations the board selects the executive direc-

tor and makes all major policy declsions.

In contrast to this, boards of,publicly owned corpora-

tions are handméidens of management. They are selected by
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management, identified with {t, and areé essentially’advisory,
not policy-making. Unless there is a fight for control of
the organization, they always back panagement and never
determine policy independently. They chenge at the direc-
tion of management or when management changes. In sdqh si-
tuations the board provides sanction or legitimacy by
supporting "the project director" and reinforcifff~TtE"leader-
ship a1d position,
For these child advocacy projects the one thing the
board dOES»notdo is directly control the funds, thus it
cannot provide sanction and—legitimacy in this way., In some *
cases,,however, it does function as beck-up and support -
‘vboth advisor and "claque" - to the project director; but in \—-S
those instances the board tends to be ad hoc, meet irregularly
and have 11tt1e 1nf1uehce. In reality, the major issue in-
volved in stressing the importance of a board, is the search
‘ for ensuring accountability. Unfortunately, the assumption
is that the board is the only device that can achieve this. ’
When public funding is supporting an oréanization, by defini-
tion the organization must be accountable both to the public
at lergel(thus the community in which the project is located)
and the public it addresses (its speciﬁic consumers) dom-
munity representation on boards becomes a false issue mask-
ing the real one of community accountabiiity. Although’ ‘elect-
ing representatives to the board of a project is one way 6f
providing'accountability, several other ways exist also.
~
ERIC . CCnds
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Furthermore, ‘electing rjlresentative board members who are -
not committed to project goals and are not prepared to make
a substantial investment in time and energy in board. activi-
ties will not provide any more accountability to consumerst-*
and_probably less - than~members who are deliberately select; e
ed from among~those.consumers who appear particularly inter-
ested, competent "have time and are willing to work. If

1:}:)

Ject wants to demonstrate its representativeness, one

‘'other way.it can do this is by hiring indigenous staff or

staff representative of consumer groups (although there are
potential problems with this approach also, as mentioned
earlfer); Other\approaches include‘tho proqects where con-
sumers were hired to work with those planning the project
(a variation on advocacy planning); in another,«groups of
consumers were organized to evaluate the proJect's activi- -

ties and services. The latter is the nearest thing to an

' innévative device that .appears to exist, most approaches to -

ensuring accountability exist more in rhetoric than in prac-

tice. Unfortunately, this study confirmed the conclusions of

the earlier one, that there 1is great need for new social in-

vention in thiskfield ProJect planners, directors .and funders

'talk about accountability but little is actually being done .

about 1it, " -

SUMMARY

N . . ) :
In summary, the present study confirmed the importance

of certain variables initially identified impressionistieally
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aszimportant: funding égency 1nfluehces; advocacy obJjectives,
processes and targets; the felafionship of goals, pfocesé

and gtrycture; the overriding importance of leadership. It
Lgenzrgfzd certain other variables whose 1mportanc:h3as not
adequately recoénized in the earlier study, in pérticular '
the nature of thé target community and tie existence and ex-
tensiveness of gtaff training. It re%pforced initial con-
cern regarding the exaggerated importance placed on certain
structural variables, in particular, the board. Finaliy,
it confirmedfthe existence of a vacuum surrounding the
development'gf devices and other forms of social 1ﬂvention N
to ensure accountébility.~ This becomes particularly cri-

xiéal for advocacy pfojects which are presumed to act as

spokesmen for thelr consumers and.thus must invent mechanisms

thattguarantee such accountability.

. . N R
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CHAPTER IX
REFLECTIONS

y This study &as designed: a) to describe the process
by which community-ﬂased chiid advocacy projects are started .
anﬁ become operational; b) to identify possible patterns in
this procesé and conceptualize them; and,c) to learn from a
review and analysis of the process what kind of strategy -
aqd what kinds of criteria -~ could be developed for evalu-
atibn purposes. . - : s
The process has been described and analyzed. It |

should be noted, first, that the process itself is-substan-

tially more complex and takes far more time than is generally .

known or recognized. Second, it was‘discavered thaf develop-

mental phases éould;be 1déntif;éd and conceptualized: planning,

initiation and implementation.' Third, phase-épecific'cri- -

teria were devéloped for evaluation purpoées, but phe'in;tial
.1 expectation .that impact or odtcome criteria would éiso be

identified, proved not\to be feasible. In the course of dis-

covering how long a project takes to become operational it

ggbeéame overwhelmingly clear that one cyiterion for sample
sglection - the two and one-half year age limit on projects -
had, in effect, eliminated almost all projects that might~

have been far enough along developmentally. Thus, the study |
’ <

>
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sample s%yﬂly éould'not provide an adequate empirical base
from which such outcome criteria could be developed.l"

The study was planned to include efforts at both
‘formative evaluation (assessing local efforts to identify
.effective strategies and project development) and summa-‘
tiﬁe evaluation (assessing the impact of the program, in
particular at the over-all 1eve1).2 Again, only criteria -
for formétive evaluation could be developed, because thi
vast majority of projects were not at a stage where summative
evaluation was appropriate, reasonaﬁle or feasible. What be-
came important,‘therefore, was to 1deht1fy and analyze the ..
factors precluding other types of evaluation. In short, why
was 1t not possible to look at effects and effectiveness
and to review and assess output syptematically? Included
among the exploratory variables are: the number and types
of tasks accomplished between fhe ti%e a project ;s funded
and when it first begins to provide advocacy services, ac-
tivities or actions regularly; how long a period of‘time this
process takes; and finaliy, what factors seem to make a dif-
ference along the way. (With reference to the‘latter; it

 proved easier to identify factors positively correlated with

failure thgn those positively correlated with sucéesa)

.

1However, somektentative comments will be made later
in the chapter about impact and outcome criteria.

°See Chapter II for some discussiop of this distinction
and relevant bibliographical references.s”




243
AY)
In effect) then, this study has concentrated on

evaluation of "program effort," "program process" and P

4

"program strategy,"

rather than "program output" or
"program efficiency."1 The study findings offer guidance

"to planners, project directors, and funders; for planners
designing a new project; for project directors viewing
their own project developmént; for—funders in assessmént of
ﬁroposals for new projects as well as in the monitoring of
ongo;ng project development.

1 A\

| WHAT ELSE HAS BEEN LEARNED ABOUT EVALUATING CHILD ADVOCACY
PROJECTS?
&

Analysis and Assessment of Proposals as the First Stage
of' Project Evaluation

Employing the classificationﬂ;cheme developed in the
course of this study and thé differentiating criteria de-
‘rived empirically for each developmental phase, an initial
ingtrument - was deve;oped for evaluating child advocacy projects,
The instrument was tested in the field. Findings, conclusiéns‘
and appropriate revisions %o facilitate further yse were
suggested in Chapter VII. It now seems apparentf%hét success-
vfui community-based child aﬁvocacy projects are few in num-
ber. Moreover, projécts rarely move from fallure iﬁ one

stage to success later on. In reviewing all the projects, it

lsee Suchman, Evaluation Research Tripodi, Fell%P
and Epstein, fR. cit.; whole¥, op. cit. for discu§sion o]
these types of evaluation. Also, CEE—%er II.

4.
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seems clear that poorly plahned projects - those characterized

by numerous indicia of difficulty in the planning process -

are not able to be successfully implemented. In%fed, although

successful planning does not necessarily ensure.successful
implementation, unsuccessful, inadequate or poor planning
does appear to preclude success at later stages. It is ob-

vious therefore, that the planning phase islicrucial; indeed

it is the first stage in project development requiring evalu-

ation. In effect, study findings.highlight'the importance of
meticulous review by funders of pr0posals'5ubmitted to them -

and provide guidelines for such analysis and assessment, Care-

views with relevaht planners, potential consumers and com-

3

ful analysis and};eview of prbposals, site visis, and inter-

munity groups all should be considered before final approval
is given to prOposals for community-based child advocacy pro-
jects. Rhetoric, diffuse goals, lack of a clear conceptual
framework, fallure to obtain community sanction, all represent
warning signals And indicia of potential difficulty. Lead-
ership initiation, 1nv61vement and active participation in
planning and preparétion of the proposal; involvement and
active participation of reievant elements in the community;
and precision and specificity in task or problem identifica-
tion és well as goals and strategies, seem essential ingfé-
dients for'"successful planning." - ‘

Clearly, there is no longer any excuse for qﬁnding pro-
posals labeled '"child advocacy" that,shdw no‘evidence what-

soever of gdvocacy-type objectives and interventions. Further-

oo
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more, enough is known/now about these projects to avoid
supporting probable failures._ Several principal investi-
gators of federally fun&%ﬁ chii&)advocacy»projects com-
%mented critically ¢n éhe poor quality of proposals "
funded (often including their own). In discussing their
own and other proposals, several suggested that funding
agencies could enforce much sharper criteria, in particular, -
requiréments for far clearer delineations of project /

goals and a clearer concept of project design and objectives.
Subsequent research devoted to empirical study of other

types of social programs - and other types of organizatiéns -
regarding how they begin and develop, might reveal how many

of these criteria are valid for these also, or whether they

are only "child advocacy-specific." w :

The Second Stage for Evaluation: Project Initia tion

Establishing a project gfter it is funded takes sub-
stantially more time than project directofs, funders, or out-
side evaluators anticipate. Only one of the newly established,
autonomous projectd (as contrasted with components of

existing projects) was able to be organized in less than one

year., In general, the process of recruiting and obtaining
YC/NJ staff, training them, finding physical space (an office),

mobiiizing a constituency, identifying specific action tar-

gets and strategies, and finally beginﬁing advocacy activi-

Kties - whether case or class - appears to require at least
Q
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one year and in several cases, fifteen to eighteen months..
Indeed, a more hasty appré;ch to accomplishing this seems
to'resultvin a variety<nr problems (inadequately trained.
staff, lack of community support, ihappropriately identified

. and selected targets and strategies). Time and deliberation

apgg§r~essent1al where new program models and innovative
service strategies are being developed and provided.
Evaluation of project initiationds pgrticularly
sensitive because it is in this phase that a somewhat sym-
biotic relationship‘between pgggeﬁf/;;nitors and the projeéts,
As entities, begins to emerge; In effect: proJject monitors
do not watch for critical milestones and draw necessary
conclusions. Instead, they often seem to develop a vested
interest in the continuity of proJe;ts, and a project
may be refunded even though it would seem obvious to any
independent observer that it is in gr;Qe difficulty (perhaps
it is easier both for project officers and for projects to
get funds to continue an existing prdject thah to fund a
new one). Yet, in reality, in real experiments, failure -
and knowing what leads to failure - is as important as suc-
cess. Fallure must therefore be faced and labeled as such.
As G. K. Chesterton said, "If a thing is worth doing, it 18'
worth doing'badly." If that were kept in mind, project
monitors might nSt need to support a project's tontinuity,

regardless of performance, defensively insisting that it

is really a "success.,"

-
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" Implementation Capacity as a Primary Focus for Evaluation

Again, attaining the implementation stage of pro-
Ject development and completing it takes far more time than
'was previously recognized. Only threé of the projects in
this sample of tw&aty-three reached this point and‘they
tended to be the oldest in the sample; For these, Success-
ful implementation seemed to be prédicated on successful
planning and initiation, * although one project timt seemed
in difficulgy in the initiation phase began moving tqwards
successful implementation by substantially redeéigning its
" sprogram. | h

Two issues emerged during review of this phase
of project development: The first is that projects may be
evaluated as successfully implemented at one Point in time and
then retrogrgfs. Several v%;i%g;es may account for»this,
ang will be discussed in greater detail subsequntly. IThe
second 1s the importance of seeking out and identifying cri-
teria for evaluéting the implementation capacity of a new
) project. 1In fact, the very nature of éhe study made this an
| implicit if 1hadvertent and unanticipated focus. Thus, the

study has highlighted an evaluative area which has received

. 1little attention prevPously.

. In Social Policy and Analysis, Walter Williams com-

ments that:
At the heart of the problem of moving from a decision

to a grogram in the fleld are two complex factors:
fogram specification and 1mp1ementaﬁon capacity. The

“‘i‘\ : 00259




248 .

4.
0,.

first concerns how well specified a proposal need-
ing implementation is. Does a decision to start a
new program in the field rest on a sound blueprint
for action derived from extensive study and testing
on a small scale, or from a vaguely delineated desire
to solve a problem? The second factor concerns an
agency's capability to implement a decision once it
is made. Does the agency have the personnél and e
organization capability needed to carry out the pro-
gram as specified in the design? When a program does
poorly in the field, it is almost impossible to dis-
entangle the unique negative contribution of the de-
sign speclfication underlying the decision from the
subsequent implementation. But together these two
problems loom as the biggest substantive (as opposed
to purely monetary or political) hurdles to better

social programs:l

He continues by stating that over a wide range of social

action programs

PUCE N

A\ Y

...the experience seems to emphasize, over and over
again, the difficulty of bridging the gap between

programs so conceived and' workable field operations.
And a critical missing 1link is empirical and concep-

tual Information directly addressin uestions or
program desli 1 %1 d T 4

esign, organizatlion, and operatlon,

He concludes, a few pages later by stating that this prob—

lem of implementation has beén ignored by both project

directors and decision makers as a critical factor in eval-

uation of effectg and effectiveness; that outcome and im-

pact evaluation criteria must be based on an understanding

of implementdtion capacity; that the assessment of this

capacity is basic to ny decisions and recommendations ré-

garding programs; and that "the capacity to 1mplemen§%pro—

grams is a legitimate and challenging area, the importance

1

[y

lw1lliams, Social Policy Research, p. 4,

2 . :
Ibid., pp. L-5 (emphasis author!s). o 4>

Ao
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of which in terms of program opem tions should make it a
high-priority térget for policy researcﬁ."l

| This'study was designed to provide empirilcal and
conceptual information about child aavocacy projects, addres-
sing questions of pgggjgt design, organization and operations.
-Initiali&, it was assumed that this would permit development
of criteria for outcome evaluation. It did not, for rea-
sons mentioned previously.' Instead, however, without con-
scioul intent or plan, whaﬁ emerged as a major focué of the
study 15 this problem of implementation capacity: the iden-
tification of those factors which permit a project to bring
ttgether human and other resources in a cohesive organizational
unit and motivate them in sud a. way as to carry out the pro-
ject's stated objectives. This is what is involved ih the
successful planning and 1nipiatioh of a project. It is for
the pufpése'of evaluating implemegtation capacity that the
identification of criteria for eva;uating»each developmontal
phase becomes so. important. ‘The‘unique problem for child
advocacy projects' is that even when one identifies these cri-
teria and demonstrates what might be termed program competence,
we are still faced wiﬁg a subsequent and, at licast for this
researcher,an unforeseen problem, That is, having identified
projects rated high on implementation cap#city (high in
planning and initiation) or even having identified proJecté

that have been successfully implemented, then wha t?

11p14., p. 16.
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In the course of testing the initial evaluation
instrument, certain projects were visited which earlier
appeared to be 1mp1ement1ng their programs as planqed.
Yet, six to eight months later .the nature of the program
haﬁ changed sharply, and in one instance the proJéct
seemed on the verge of collapse. Alphough, as indicated
in Chapter VII, reasons for all these changes seemed ®
readily apparent (e.g., changed leadership, changed poli-
tical climate; changed or lost funding), the problem re-
mains. Is this a reflectien of inadequacies in the cri-
teria sAor evaluating a project's implementation status,
or does it imply, rather, something else about these pro-

J
Jects?

The Risks of Social Experimentation

In effect, the difficulty of fixing or stabilizing
innovative programs underscores one of the_maJor risks in
social expetimentation generally., In fact, it may be this
instability that is so critic%l in inhibiting the develop-
ment of measures for outcome. or impact evaluation. The .
véry nature of these projects - innovative, experimental -
implies great fluidity in programming and a high risk of
fallure. ProJjects evolve in real 1ife and thus respond to
the real world around them.

Leaders may leave and the project may lose its

sense of direction. The kinds of people who get involved

00558 | ¢
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in initiating such projects tend to d;ift to other pfojects,
organizations, ideas, for a varilety of reasons. Sometimes
they leave because the project has not worked.
Many directors of child advocacy projects began with
great enthusiasm and left after two years of frustration..
One problem is the unrealistic expectations most directors
- have for project development. Perhaps the findings of this
study may help to set more realistic standards and expectaf
Y ‘“tions and provide a'more v}able framework for future project
developers. Others leave because the project has worked, the
initial task has been;accompl;shed, and they are bored and-
seek out a new challenge. Sometiﬁes, their éuccess stimu-
lates other offers, with more important or rewarding oppor-
tunities, and so they leave., . As was discussed 1A the last
chapter, regardless pf the type of project, program or or-
ganization, the departure of project leadeship has négative
consequences. It may”leéve the project témporafily rudder-
' \1Q§s; without contfol and direction, it regresses. Or the

project may change direction sharply, again, usually for th

worse. |
In*“one apparehtly successful project, loss of the -

project director and assistant director noﬁ only left the

project'without leadership, but it eliminated the project's S
main contact with the community. Thus, another potential
risk 1s that community participation may be eliminated be-

cause the project loses its indigenous staff or community

board members move away and the project has no other sustained

ERIC | 80259
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bridge to the community.

A third risk’of social experimentation 1s‘%hat the
political climate may change, leading to loss of funding;_
increased COmmunity'resistance o a particular type sf pro-
Ject, decreased tolerance for conflict or unwillingﬁeSs on
the part of project administratiéh to take risks. The Nixon
administration's éttitude tbwards sodial programming gen-
erally affectea many communities visited in the course of
the field test, several menths after the 1972 election and
after newl& elected local officials took office. The con-
cept of active intervention - changing established agencies,
organizations and institutions - was viewed with‘far less
tolerance than one year earlier, Directors‘seemed far more
fearful of conflicg or aggressive action than earlier.

| Fourth, as indicated earlier, mohey =funding - plays

an enormously important role in the development of these
projects. Although the implicit premise on which research
énd demonstration projects regeivg federal funding is that
such funding will be continued if the project 1§'proved suc -
cessful, in fact this is often not true. Success may be
meaningless, as indicated above, if ‘the polltical climate -
changes, Ingvitably, the loss of funding that may occur
under® such circumstances (orﬁthe changed source of furiding).

- plays an important role in project continuity or the stability

of programming, Thus, what appeared to be the most success-

ful of all the projects studied closed when it lost its fund-

. . ’4& NN
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ing as a res ult of the cevere cutbacxs in OXEO pronrams. A

- second project, wnich had also aopeared to be on the way

to successful 1mplemen¢ation,vwas informed its funding would

—cta

end in'Fiscal Year '7lh. Seeking out new financing to stay

alive, it obtained assurhnce of state mental health funds if

the proJect would redefine "its obJectives and strategies.
Currently, it appears to be changing from an active advocacy
proJect to a. &raditional direct service,. counseling and
guidance.project with some* provision of information and re-
ferral services. Its advocacy activities are being phased
outg although the label remains, | ’

d

Since advocacy melies constant responsiveness to “'

'needs,,and&needs change, advocacy projects must be fluid.

As organizations} they must conétantly address the, prob-

N

- »/""\W .,
lem of self-renewal. For example, a project may initially

‘foclis, on’ advocacy to achieve one objective. At the communi-
-ty level, as we haveindicated, this pends to be a limited
e“ObJective. Once it is achieved, a portion\of the whole |

" developmental process;begins again'l new objectives must be

'specifiéd and new strategies selected and appliéd In part,
success for an advocacy project requires constant risk, In-
deed, the most %uccessful are always cliff-hangers, remaining
on the verge of trying something new, and thus risking fail-
yre. If projects become fearful, fixed and rigid they lose

this primary characteristic, and then by’ definition, they

are failures. , o o
i3 \ : ’ )
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, Eome Thoughts about Outcome and Impact Criteria ' uw’f

1

Unfortunately, little data obtained in this study

"support any clear concept of what criteria for advocacy

outcome and impact measures might be. Few projects were
far enough along to have identified'such'criteria for
themselves, and even among these, change and regressioﬁ were
apparent by the end of the study.

' Some "proJect-specific" criteria emerged from re-
view of individual, specialized advocacy proJects, howevef.

For example, a student advocacy project concentfating on a

rsingle target, such as'a. school system, might employ such

" .measures as: new courses addéd to the school curriculum;

s ) . :
increased participation of students and/or parents in making

school policy, development of formal grievance procedures,

-iIncreased school expenditures; revised rules for school sus-

pension; court decisions supporting students' rights to due
process of law. | BL

Advocacy projecté addressing the juvenile Justice sys-
‘tem might use such measures as: reduced rates of institutional -
ization; reduced incidence*of remand; iocreased numbers of
alternative youth services; Possible measures for health
advocacy projects might inc¢lude: extenbed clinic hours; re-
duced waiting time; improVed.physical access;_increased rates
of service use; |

S

Although difficult, it is obviously simpler to develop

g >

measures for specialized proJects than it is to invent com-

! ) _' . .. 4
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ﬁon measures for evaluating child advocacy projects generally.
General "categories" for such measures could probably be
separated iInto measures for assessing effective case advocacy
and measurcs for assessing effective class advocacy. For

the. former, these might 1ncldhe: the numnber and type of ser-
vices provided whére none previously existed; the number and
type of'services obtaiqﬁd after initial refusal or denial of
servicg; the number of legal rights and entitlements ob-
tained; individual legal actions taken and woﬁ. For class
advocacy: ‘criteria might include the relative number of changes
in specified policies; administrative procedures, personnel,

rules, budgets, laws, legal class actions,

In employing such measures, it would seem essential

‘that criterfd so i?éntified,would be assigned differentlal

welghting. For example, advocacy actions resulting in the.
elimination of a state-wide law permitting corporé} punish-

ment in a schoonbsystem employing such punishment frequently

might receive a very different weighting than changing a rule é;
regarding use,of a school gymﬁasium on weekends by senior high
school students., Such weighting would héQe to reflect both
quantitative impact (the numbers of childreh and/ortfamilies
affected) as well as qualitative impact (some Jjudgement as to |

the importance of the change). ‘ /y

CHILD ADVOCACY: A FINAL LOOK

[N ) )
As meniioned in Chapter I, shortly after beginning
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the 1971-72 study of child‘advocacy, we concluded that child

 advocacy was a fad, §he label merely a funding gimmick, and
~ that 1t covefed 8 mass of disparate and confused functions
and activities. In time;\we changed our perspeétive, ;den-
tified Qhat_seemed to be a new phenomenon, with some under-
lying coherence and cohesiveness. Basedvon what ‘we saﬁ and
heard, we defined a concept of child advocacy. Two years . LQ
have passed since then. The cocept remains exciting, ré}e-
vant, and functional. "Child Advocacy" seems to have stim-
ulated a wide range of activities, and some people are con-
tinuing to do exciting things. But as a programmatic pheno-
vmenon, dn the community level, ét least, child advocacy seems
to be short-lived. Projects that appeared failures initially.
still seem so; projects that appeared.sﬁccess;;l have either
lbst their funding and closed, changed their source of -
fingncial support and relinquished their‘advocacy charactef
to adapt to other funding agency guidelines, or lost their
‘leadership and thus their mission. The weaker projects have
‘turned to traditional direct service prbvision, 1f - or pgr-
haps in order to be - funded. Stfonger ones, if still funded

and moving forward, are stressing provision of access services,

with case advocacy as one component of their total program.

Certainly among the projects included in this study, advocacy

seems diluted or increasingly non-existent.
Yet the need for advocacy continues. What has been

termed a community conscience is essential if children are to

bé protected against 1nadéquate laws or unfesponsive ser-
- :
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vices and institutions. Advocacy projects function as
watchdogs, menitors, regulators or what Ralph Nader has
termed "whistle blowers,"lwith regard to other systems.
In effect, one function of an advocacy project is to pro-
vide a mechanism’for ensuring guality control in service
delivery, If\§his is defined as an essential social
nced, the question becomes, how does one degide ori the Wﬂ/gﬁ
'adequacy of the dollar investment in such a system? How
much money should be invested in analyzing the potential
impact of new legisla%ion on children and ‘their families?
How could one evaluate the effectiveness of such proJects°
When a business decides to establish a quality

contfol syEtem, its decision is based on a whole series of
variables including the dollar loss - and the number of
complaints generated by poor quality of the goods produced.
-True, it may not be a worthwhile expenditure to eliminate
‘all complaints, but a cost/benefit analysis is pessible. As
yet, our society has not evenrdefined fallure to take up

e service, benefitss or entitlements, as a "cost." In fact,
in certain segments of our soeiety this non-use ig defined A
in reverse terms, as benefit - e lower the take-up, the o,
lower tne cost, Similarly, sée:Q§y has not defined "complaints"

about service pfovision and unresponsiveness (pR?r quality

services) as a eost." pbviouﬁly‘yhen one segment of soci-

r
h ¥4

lRalph Neder, Peter Petkas, and Kate Blackwell, eds.,
Whistle Blowing (New York Bantam Books, 1972).

I T
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. ety defines "cost'" as what another de%lnes as "benefit,"
neither cost/benefit studies nor precise "hard" evaluation
can be satisfactorily ;mpleménted

James Q. Wilggna commenting on the problems and
difficulties of evaluating the impact of broad-aim, social,
or what he t%fmsygublic policy programs, suggests two

“general lawsz ‘i"%

. "FIRST LA@? All policy interventions in social problems
produce thelintended-effect - if the research is carried -
but/byythose/;mplemgnting the policy or their friends. -
smozmgmﬁ No” poi.i‘cy intervention in-social problems
produces the intended effect <« if the research is .carried
out by Iﬁ'ependent third parties, especially those skep-
. tical of’the policy.
Wilson'thus suggests the inevitable frustration inherent in
tryiﬁg’to make bolicy~decisions based on precise knqwledgé
about program results when value elements loom large in re-
gard to the criteria, Yet, he concludes by stating that re-
\

/gardless of the fact that making a policy decision to pro-
ceed with a particular type of program is a value decision,
attempts at improving the bases for evaluativé(:;udies are .
essential. Once social choices are made, they Bhould and*
can be made visible and gval measures sought.,

- We now have a picture of child advocacy at the-gom-

. munity level and we know someﬁhing gbout what precludes suc-

cessful implementation of advbcacy_activities. However,

having described what goes on, doesnot mean éhat there cannot
. . - )

1Ja'nes Q. Wilson, "On Pettigrew and Armor: and
?fterwz;d " The Public Interest, No, 30, Winter, 1973, p. 133
' 132-3 .

5266
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(‘
be change or improvement; because projects develop the ‘

way ﬁhey do, does not mean that the whole process is
inevitable, Quite tﬁe contrary, Although most of'these
proJects have had a large number of problems, no systematic
d&ta or experience was avdilable to guide or assist them
prior to this study., By identifying what must be accom-
hplished in setting up new projects, and what the potentieal

- .

ﬁroblems are, this study has trigd to provide such infor-
mation. Hopefully;\{ngwarned is forearmed.

However, we know much less about what facilitatés
or assures successful implementation of advocacy activities.

Clearly, further study is needed of "successful" advocacy

proJecté when they are identified. Nor do we know what the
| .

effect of advocacy - of these actions taken by advocacy pro-

jects - 1§; on the agencies,.instituiions, organizations,
groﬁps, it tries to change, or what its impact is on the
community at large. 1thougﬁ advocacy undoubtedly will
continue in & myriad of ways - as part of individual or
organizational roles - we are not even sure if 1£ can, will,
or should survive, as an organized entity or phenomenon.
The study of child advocacy, as a continuing and sustained
organizational phenomenon - how advocacy can best be
implemented and what its effects and effectiveness may be-

remains a research challenge for the futufe.




A. COMMUNITY-BASED CHILD ADVOCACY PROJECTS

‘ .PARTICIPATING IN STUDY B
. e
\\“‘*~ 1. Alemada County Mental Health Association® '

, Tri-City Child Advocacy Project ‘
- 1610 Harrison Street
- Oakland, California 94612 °

2. Center for the Study of Stugent Citizenship,
Rights and Responsibilities
1145 Germantown Street
Dayton, Ohio 45408

3. Child Advocdcy Group™
Denver General Hospital
7th and Cherokee
Denver, Colorado 80204

4,  child Advocacy System ProJect*
Learning Institute of North Carolina
1006 Lamond Avenue v
Durham, North Carolina 27701

5. Citizen Advocacy Program*
55 High Street
Mt. Holly, New Jersey 08060

6. East Nashville-Caldwell
Child Advocacy Project*
Meridian and Berry Streets
Nashville, Tennessee

7. ‘Family Development Center
Family Service Agency of San Francisco

3555 Army Street
San Francisco, California 94110

/ . '
8. Holly Park Child Advocacy Demonstration Project
2907 So. Van Asselt Court
Sedttle, Washingtoh 98118

*
Child Advocacy Projects for which case studies were
done in thgﬁgarlier study (1971-72).

eric (0068

<




10,

13.

14,

15.

16.

18,

19-
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lioush Parent and Child Center
Advocacy Comnponcat

7724 Lexington Avenue
Cleveland, Ohio 44103

-
' \/——}

Institute for Child Advocacy

Central City Community Health Center .
4305 South Broadway '

Los Angeles, California 90037 -

Martin Luther King, Jr.

Parent and Child Advocacy Center

560 lorth Broadway : :
Baltimore, Maryland 21205 :

Mexican American‘Ngighborhood \
Civic Organization . ;
Child Advocacy Project \
1506 S.W. 19th Street
San Antonio,:Texas 78207 |

Parent Child Center M . R
Child Advocacy Program L
188 Geneva Avenue

Dorchester, Massachusetts 02121

Philadelphia Urban League

Chilid Advocacy Project

644 liorth 52nd Street
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19131

Queens Lay Advocate Service
149-05 79th Avenue
Flushing, New York 11367

Social Advocates for Youth* Social,Advocatée for Youth
315 Montgomery Street, Suite #1014 218 "E" Street

San Francisco, California 94104 Santa Rosa, Calégﬁrﬂia

. 0

Social Advocates for Youth*

5973 Encina

.Goleta, California 93017

South End Family Service Agency
200. Bast 29th Street

Little Rock, *Arkansas 72206

A ) o -
Vest Nashville Youth Service™
3420 Richards Street
Hashville, Tennessee 37215

N\

\‘\'

\

00269

e




20,

2l.

22.

e3.

Western Carolina Center*
Morganton, North Carolim

Working Together for Cgildren

Child Advocacy Program o

Primnce George's County Public Schools
Upper Marlboro, Maryland 20870

Youth Advocacy Program of St. Joseph County*
509 West Washington Stredet
South Bend, Indiana

Youth Services Agency

392-13th Avenue
Newark, New Jersey 07103

\ [\‘ﬁl“
CU"’JO
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B. LETTER EXPLAINING STUDY TO PROJECT DIRECTORS
The Columbia University School of Social Work | New Yorl, N Y. 10025

Child Advo. sy Research Prow L G222 Vest 11 ieh Gtreet

October 6, 1972

Dear

We have just completed a national survey of child advocacy VrOErems.
Publication of our ménograph, entitled CHILD ADVOCACY: A NATIONAL BASELINE
STUDY, is scheduled for liovember, 1972 and distribution will follow shortly
thereafter. The report will include our findings end an overall description
and enalysis of current developments in the field. Ve hope you will find
it of interest. You, of course, will reccive an early copy. Needless to
say, we are most.appreciative of your past cooperation,

We arc continuing our study of child advocacy, again under the auspices
of the Office of Child Development. This year's study will.concentrate on
two facets of community-based child advocacy programs: 1) Program Damelopments
(how child advocacy progrems become operational; what kinds -of cri¥ia cen
be employed for purposes'of evaluation); and 2) Practicc-Methods and Techniques,
(in particular, what workers do when they function as child edvocot®s..

The first phase of our study on program development involves identifying
the stages and steps by which programs become operational. We are interested .
ir such questions as5: how and by whom a program is developed; ﬁhen, how and
by whom staff, board and constituencies are selected; targets identified;
interventive strategies developed; what kinds of problems arise during the
first year following funding and how are’ they overcome? Our purpose here
is to arrive at some conceont of normal developmental patterns for
community-besed child advocacy programs in order to develop guidelines
for other newly established programs. In addition we hope to provide a
framework within which we can begin to develop criteria for evaluation

purposes.

Your program is one of those we very much hope to.include in our new
study. Participation in this study would require about one half day of
agency time. I would want to interview those people most directly involved
with the formulation of the program (who wrote the proposal if one was
written; who initiated the pwogram; who administered it initially as we
as the current administrator.) I would also like to read any relgvant h§
material, such as a proposal, minutes etc.

' et

I shall telephone you in about a week, hoping to arrange a convenient
time for my visit. Once again, I want to thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely yours
| LAl
- NALS fn

eoPv Sheila B. Kamerman
o Project Director.-
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11/13/72

"¢, INTERVIEW GUIDE FOR PHASING-IN STUDY

NAME OF PROGRAM

ADDRESS

TELEPHONE NUMBER

DATE PROGRAM WAS ESQABLféHED
DATE PROGRAM WAS FUNDED (if different from above)

NAME OF PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR
ADDRESS ¢ ,

¢
TEL:PHONE NUMBER
NAME OF DIRECTOR (if different from above) ‘

ADDRESS

—pr—

—~

. —

TELEPHON¥. NUMYBER , g
DATE FIRST EMPLOYED BY PROGRAM |

KEY PEOPLE IN GETTING PROGRAM GOING

(Names, where located, can they be interviewed?)

e NN

K ~it
y
- PR

IS THE PROGRAM FULLY OPERATING NOW?

-

; N s\
CURRENT ANNUAL BUDGET . ) .
SOURCE OF FUNDING (major) % (other) %
v ' . .
ERIC e

PR Proand oy £ X . . Voo
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PLANNING PRIOR TO INITIATION:

WHAT (WHEN, WHO, WHERE, WHY, HOW) STIMULATED THE DEVELOPMENT OF

THE PROPOGAL OR PROGRAM? '

- a) availability of new funds; b) recognized problem or need in
the community; c) pressures from the community or“"other groups;
d) decision of sponsoring agency; e) individual 'initiatives;
other influences

)

WAS A FORMAL PROPOSAL DEVELOPED FOR THE PROGRAM?

If so, 1s a copy available?

Who was involved in preparing this proposal?

If others besides the director, can they be interviewed?
How and Where? ‘ i

How long did it take for the proposal to be formulated?

Was technical assistance provided by any other organization or
individual? (OCD staff, NIMH/BEH staff, other HEW staff,
professional proposal writer, etc.)

IF NO FORMAL PROPOSAL WAS DEVELOPED, WAS THERE SOME OTHER\kIND
OF FORMAL OR INFORMAL PLANNING PRIOR TO THE PROGRAM'S INITIATION? .

What was 1t? (memo, document, report)
By Whom?
What was its nature?

+ How long d4id it take?

FINANSING

How were funds obtained for the program? (Who contacted whom, what-
' was process)
How long did it take to obtain funding?
How. are funds channelled into the program?
Did any ﬁroblems arise regarding funding?
If yes, what kinds, why, what happened?
Did the program change during the course of looking for funds?
If 'so, how? . . ‘
Source of initial funding -
‘Amount ‘ ‘
For how long a period?
“Was this the total budget? : .
If not, what was the source of additional funds and how much
were they?
How and by whom is fiscal control exercised?

A ~

-

06273
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AUSPICES: »
What are"fhey? s
What is the nature of the relationship between program and auspices?
Has the auspice restricted or influenced the program in any way?
If so, what etc,

GOALS:

What were you trying to achieve? (goals and targets)
Who decided these, when, by what means? (director alqne;

in conjunction with others; what others; sponsor, etc. :
Did other people have other objectives? .

(If go, what were they?)

\

£

WHAT ELSE OCCURRED REGARDING .THE PROGRAM, BEFORE IT WAS ESTABLISHED?

What was done? (staff i1dentified, target area selected, constituency
mobtlized, goals selected)

Did the plan change during this period? (problems, conflicts, and
. how resolved?) How and Why? . '

»

IF YOU WERE PLANNING A PROGRAM AGAIN, WHAT ”IND OF INFORMATION AND
HELP WOULD ,YOU WANT?

(3

L]
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INITIATION PHAQE:

'WHAT WAS' DONE ONCE FUNDING WAS OBTAINED? (first activities, ¢

actions, etc.) 0"
. >~

PHYSICAL PLANT: !

. Does the program have its own office?
= When was the site selected for the program?
By whom? : *
Reasons for selection° o R

ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE:
Staff: .- - - _ .

| ",

\
e When was the director recruited and hired? '&/
) " Who selected him, and by what means?
’ Reasons for selection?
How long did the process take?
What was the director's job initially?
Is 1t the same now? .
'~ _If not, how has the role changed and why?
How closa is the staffing pattern to the projected or
intended staffing pattern? :
How many Qf the staff (and who) were . around when the
program was planned? N
How many &t a later point? When? -
How was staff recruited and hired?
By whom and how? Lo
S How long did it take? .
Reasons for selection.

Boar

Is there a boardb What kind (advisory or policy-making)? !

How was the board selected9

By whom and when?

When did it first meet? ° ' b e

L How often .since then?

o What does it do? Q;llustrate some 1n1t1al activity, current
R ' - activities, changes over time and reasons why?)

=
—

:é}
. ..

N SR | . o . AnamE | | o |
'Eﬂxugﬁ; _ ”\‘” 5 . | 0{)@ (9. ’ ,gg? | N- 5
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kContact:

+ ‘How did people get to know about the program? When?

_ Were you able to identify any aids to implementing the
program? (organizations, groups, coalitions, 1nf1uentials)
. When? How were they involved? .

Were there any unanticipated problems at that time? . -
) What were they, when occurred, how .solved or why”hnsolved?
Did the program undergo any changes during this period?

If so, what, when, why and what happened? \\\'

="

-

Action Strategies and Action Targets:

—

+ At the beginning how did you think you would accomplish your

. .objectives? (Publicity, negotiation, persuasion, confronta-
tion, court action, organizing constituenciis, lobbying; case
or class or combination of both). AR

‘Who decided on this? When?: Why?

Have these changed since then? How? Why?

/

»
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- PROGRAM IMPL'EP-TEI‘I‘I'ATION:

What is the nature of your current program? -
Po you provide direct services? What kinds? \\
If so, what percentage of total programedoes this involve?
When were these first provided?
How many are served directly now? Initially? ;
Have the types of services provided changed over time?
If so, how, when, and why?

What proportion of program is devoted to your advocacy activities?

What kinds of activities, when were they first implemented and how?

What portion of your program is devoted to organizational maintenance?
Vhat kinds? (administration, research, fund raising, mobilizing
constituencies, etc.)

Are there activities that have not been included above?
Kinds, etc., -

Who makes most of the decisions in the program?

By what means? ’
Illustrations of some of the more important ones currently.
Do you consider the program to be fully operational?
If not, what still has to be done?
When will that happen?
Has the program changed since its inception?
If so, in what way and why?
Have the goals changed?
How, when, and why?

What have been the major problems faced by the program?
Were they solved? When? How? .anticipated or unanticipated?

What have been the major failures\bf the program?

Has the program achieved the goals initially specified?

If not, what are the differences and why have they occurred?

If a group in a neighboring community came to you for advice about
how to set up a child adveeﬁcy program like yours, what would
you tell them?

If yqu were evaluating a child advocacy program, what criteria would
you use to determine how effective a program is? °
How would you apply these criteria to your program?

If you had it to do again, what would you do differently?

»

/

ERIC B @92?

P L . ‘___;éJ




- | 270
l A 4/23/73

.D. AN INSTRUMENT FOR DIFFERENTIAL EVALUATION OF
COMMUNITY-BASED CHILD ADVOCACY PROJECTS °

The following 1nstrument which 1is ge’be tested for ase
1n evaluation of community-based child advocacy projects, ln-_
volves three classification schemes:

’ 1 Determination of the project's developmental stage
(planning, initiation, implementation) at the time
studied. ﬁach_project will be classified at its

most advanced stage of development. s

g

2, Classification of projects as advocacy and non-advocacy

projects. Non-advocacy projects will be labeled as
" such in the phase in which their non-advocacy 1is .
identified, and then eliminated from further study. |

3, Identification of inditia of possible success ar non-

success in the project's current stage of development.
/

For present ptrposes, this 1ns%rument will include the
following: Ingtructions for the rater (how to use the 1nstrument,
+ which material to get and where ]t may be obtained) inditia for
each phase and instructions regarding weighting, where relevant;
the rating scales themselves. Whea the actual instrument 1is

developed for field use, these may be separated e
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INSTRUMENT FOR DIFFERENTIAL EVALUATION OF COMMUNITY-BASED
. CHILD ADVOCACY PROJECTS “

Dates of Site Visit

-Name of Field Representative )

Name of Project

Address

Telephone RNumber

Name of Project Director

Date First Employed ' o *

Date of Funding Authorization for ProJect

Date when budget period began
Annual Budget
Source of Funds

Name of Auspice or Sponsoring Agency

Address:

Staff

‘Category Number date hired date left date replaced
Administrative

Supervisory

Line

Speclallst {descrlbe
Consultant (describe

Secretarial .

Other (specIfy)
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I. CLASSIFICATION OF PROJECT INTO DEVELOPMENTAL STAGES

A, Plannigg: The stage that begins when some individual,
group or oréanization begins to think about and de-
Sign a'child'advocgcy project, and ends'with the pre-
paration of a formal proposal or memorandum, pldqning ‘«
documént, or a decision indiéating'uuta.child'advo-
cacy project will be established; |
If any of the indicated activities characterizes a

project (and no more than one activity of the initiation
phasé has as yet been completed) it 1s to be classified.
in the planning phase.

SOURCE OF DATA: Written proposal (1f one exists) and interview

with planner, principal investigator or pro-
posal writer.

1. Determination and documentation of & need or problém

Y
in the community. Circle all items below that apply: N
and check "Y" 1f ANY apply: NA__

a. An individual, group, or organization ‘gets an
idea for establishing a child advocacy project
and decides to do something about 1it.

b. A problem or need related to children is
identified in the community.

¢c. The meaning and 1mp11cations of child advocacy
are explored,

*d. A leader, leadership gréup, or planner of chila
. advocacy proJect is identified.

2. Delineation of a pecific target community
and a target population.

| ' «

| Q ‘ . @
‘ EMC / . N an

i A uiText pr ided by ERIC , ) . )
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3. Participation in planning the project, of
a wide range of interest groups in the
community. Check "Y" if three or more of
the following are circled.

a.‘Participation and involvement of consumers.,

b. Participaﬁoh and involvement of influential
lay people.

4

c. Participation and involvement of experts.

d. Participation and involvement of relevant
organizations.

L, specification of objectives or of goals.

5. Selection of targets for intervention, levels
of intervention and interventive methods and
* techniques. Check "Y" if at least one of the

. following applies (and circle item):

a. One or moreltargets for change are identified.

b, Strategies for achleving objectives are identi-
fied or designed..

6. Organizational structure is designed.

7. Selection of an auspice (for a new project)
» or obtaining the support of the existing
administrative structure for a new“program
component.

8. Hiring of an expert to prepare a ﬁrgposal.

\ 9. Preparation of a proposal or memorandum by a
leader or leadership group.
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10. Searching for funds. Check "Y" Af one or more of
the following apply(and circle applIcaSIe Items):

g .
b
S

a. Formal and/or informal contacts with funding
agencies. -

‘b, Formal submission of proposal to a fﬁnding
agency.

c. Informal submission of memorandum to higher'
administration.

W
R

B. Initiation: A stage that begins when a ﬁrojeoz&neceives
funding and/or a specific decision is made to esfablish

(
N

the project. It ends when the orggnization is structured,

the program developed (action targets gnd stf&tegies iden-

tified),'a constituency mobilized and case or class advo-
. cacy 1s firstoprovided on a regular basis.

If any two or more of the following activities \\\\\~/>
characterize the project (and activities #1 and #2 of the '
|
|
|
|
|

o~ implementation phase do not characterize the project) it
18 to be classified in the initiation phase. '
SOURCE OF DATA Interviews with ProJect Director ad Principal

Investigator (Indicate which was source of data).
Written Progress Reports. ~

1. Initiation process is begun. Check "Y" if any of
the following apply (and circle applicable items):

B
ks

q

a, Funding is obtained.
b. Admi trative approval 1is. obtained.

c. A dedision is madeito establish a project without ’
fo funding.
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2. An‘organizational structure is established,
Check "Y" if a or b apply:

. - o
a. For projects depending upon the use of

paid staff, administrative, supervisory
and line staff are recruited and hired.

S e
n

—

b. For projects depending upon the use of
volunteer staff, volunteers are recruited
and hired,

3: The organizational mission is integrated into
the project. Check "Y" only if a &nd b apply:

a. Directors or project leaders are selected
from among .those who had participated in
planning the project.

\ b. Staff is trained.

g
o 1T

4, Sanction and legitimacy for the pxject is ob-
tained by the identification, organizetion, and
mobilization of a constituency. Check "Y" if
four or more of the following are circled:

ah

o~

a. Indigenous staff are recruited and hired.

b. Membership on the board is defined  to include
‘consumers, experts, influential lay people,
organizational representatives, othersofepecify)

c. Consumers. participate in developing the program.

d. Experts participate in developing: the program.

o e. Other organizations participate in,developing
‘ the program.

‘f. Others (specify) participate in developing the
program

00233
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5. Specification of goals, in particular first tar- Y
gets for intervention and first interventive N__
strategles. Check "Y" only 1f all apply: NA \

-

a. Clientele Contacted.
b. Referral, Sources Contacted,
c. Target(s)‘Contact?d.
d. Project Publicized.

6. Beginning provision of services. Check "Y" 1f any Y “;‘
of the following apply (and circle applicable iTems): N_. '
g NA

a. Direct services are provided (counsaeling, tutoring,
' day care, homemaker) &\

b. Access gervices are provided (information, referral,
follow-up, brokerageg.v :
c. A survey or other form of information gathering

is begun.

d. Case advocacy is provided. (case advocacy 1s . -
defined;obtaining, assuring, changing and/or im-
proving services, benefits, rights, attention.to
a specific child, children or family)

e. Clarss advocacy 1s provideqﬁ (Class advocacy is de-
fined as obtalning, assuring, changIng and/or :
improving services, benefits, or rights  or attention
for groups or classes of children and/or their o
familiesg b

o '

C. Implementation: The implementation phase begins when case

or class anocécy is first provided and ends when proJjects
are fully operational, tﬁat is, whenxadvocacy activities

[ ! .
represent a major portion of ‘the program and a major por-

tion of staff time and objectives are defined in measurable

terms. If items #1 Or #2 plus at least one other of the

| following activities characterize the proJect,iit is in
} the implementation phase. "
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QOURCE OF DATA: Interviews with Principal Investigator and
Project Director. (Indicate which of these
provided data if this varies) Written
Progress Reports.

1. Regular and frequent provisiornr of case advocacy. Y
(See above for definition) At least one case N
advocacy action per week for six months. NA—

, ; B —

2. Regular and frequent provision of class advocacy,. Y
(See above for definition) At least ane ¢lass N /

- advocacy activity per month for six months. NA_
Y——-
N—
NA—

- - 3. The sanction for advocacy 1s strengthened and
' expanded. Check "Y" if either of the following
applies (and circle applicable item):

a. Coalitions are formed with other organizations
and groups.

b. Continued participation of consumers and experts
in program and policy development.

L4, Effective and efficient use of project energy. Check Y
"Y' if either of the follawing applies(and circle N_
applicable 1tem). NA"

a. Project concentrates primarily on the provision
of+advocacy activities.

b. Project has limited the number and dispersion of
targets addressed and strategies employed (Indicate
number and category of target .

5. Continued, but revised and refined, training of
staff. (Indicate date of most recent training program:

Y
N_
Y—
N__
I{A—--

6. Identificatlion, development and use of several de-
vices to ehsure consumer and community accountability.
Check "Y" 1f two or more of the following apply ‘(and
- > circle applicable items):

a. Increased participation of board in making
policy for project (when board 1s representa-
tive of consufers in community).

b. Regular and active participation of board (at least :
once a month).
B ‘ c. Consumer involvement in evaluation of proJect'
- ERIC achlevements, 00235




=9
7. Beginning efforts at project replication. Y
NA__
8. Specificity of goals and objectives in measurable Y
terms. ' N_
. NA__
9. Documentation of achievements. Y
N__
m—
{ i
OVER-ALL CLASSIFICATION OF PROJECT BY STAGE: W -
This project 1is now in the: Planning Stage.
’ B Initiation Stage.
Implementation Stage.
] $ ( -
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II. CLASSIFICATION OF PROJECT AS ADVOCACY OR NON—ADVOCACY

A, For projects only at the;planning stage 'use the following

criteria-

4

SOURCES FOR DATA ARE: A written proposal, memorandum, or
other planning document and an interview
with the principal investigator,. planner,
project developer or project director.

1. No use of the term "child" or "family advocacy".

-

2. Use of one éf the above terms but no definition of it.

3. Inappropriatie or incorrect use of one of the ,
terms., For example: to describe traditional
service roles or direct services such as
counseling, child care, child protective ser-
vices. This 1s in contrast to appropriate use of
the term advocacy to mean: active intervention on
behalf of children in relation to those services
and institutions which impinge on their lives,

4, No objectives specified related to child advocacy.
(1.e. above definition). -

5. No indication that any of the planners defined the
.project as a child advocacy proJect

e Bogwe B
NN

iﬁﬁ“lﬁﬁ”

g

RATING: If two or more "Y's" are characteristic of the planning
phase, project was not planned as a child advocacy
project. , . .

fl

Project was planned as a child advocacy project,

;'
b
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B. For Projects at the Initiation Phase, Use the Following

Criteris: ; - o "

' SOURCE OF DATA: Interview with the projct director. .

. 1. Project director ignorant of the meaning of child
‘aQVocacy or its relevance for the project,

A

2. Part of the program designed around child
advocacy 1is eliminated. For example, elimina-
tion of specific advocacy training programs;

elimination of objectives related to child ’
advocacy.

3. No special training for advocate staff and no
specified advocacy obJjectives.

-

rd

RATING: If any of the above are checked "Yes'", project was
not initiated as a child advocacy project,

-Project was initiated as.a‘child advocacy project.

»

Y

Other(specify)
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IIT. RATING OF PRQJECT AT CURRENT STAGE .OF DEVELOPMENT

following crlteria-

A. For Projects only at the planning stage, use the

]

SOURCE OF QgTA Interviews with planner or principal
investigator; separate and additional
interview ‘with proJééf‘HIrector (I

. possible) ‘

7

1. Planning begun by other than individual 1n1t1at1ve(s?
Check "Y" if response is other than a:

1y

A %
a. Someone heard about child advocacy or specific
problems and decided to plan a cﬁlld advocacy

prject.

b‘ Someone héard abqut funds being available for
g¢hild advocacy proJects and decided'to plan
a project.
k’v)

c. An organization heard about child advecacy and
decided to plan a project.

d. An organlization heard about funds being available
~for child advocacy projects.and decided to plan
a project.

B 21 N

e. Other (describe)

res

VALIDA’I"ING DATA FOR ABOVE. ) . N

'When did planning first begin? Year © Month

_Who planned proJect? (List names and positions of people at
the time of planning who helped p.an the project)

4 L

When did planners first learn of funding agency's interest in
.child'advocacy projec§s? Year . Month
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SOURCE OF DATA FOR #2 BELRW: Interviews with.planner of prin-
‘ cipal investigator: Separate in-

terview with project director;
interview wlth staff members.

2. Need for child advocacy not widely recognized or Y
acéepted tn the community. Check "Y" for any of . N
the following responses: a (2), b, or c: NA

. . X —

a. Planner first learned of child advocacy from:
1) Joint Commission Report .
2) Funding ency Notification

» 2 Newspaper Article

J Other Practitioneis \§b
5) Other Child Advochcy Projects
6) Other (specify)

! b. Project director first learned of child advocacy
‘ after being ‘hired. ’

R c. Staff first learned of child advocaé§ after being
- hired.

SOURCE OF DATA FOR #3 BELOW: Reading of proposal and related \
"documents; interviews with planner

. g or principal investigator and
- . proJect director.

>

3. Project poorly designed. Check "Y". if a two of the Y
following apply (and ¢ircle applicable Ig ems): N:fﬁ
“ . ' o . NA——
a. Coomunity problems, needs ggzobjectives not
clearly defined (any one of the following)

1. Problem defined as‘lack of resources but no
specificity as to type of resqurce (e.g. pro-
vision of services in community, special services
or institutions, expanded services?

2. Problem defined as poor quality services but
no specificity. (e.g. more staff)

- 3. Problem defined as urniresponsive service system
but no specificity. (e.g. need for changed
policies and procedures | 3
g
4, Problem defined as low priority placed on children's
needs but no clarity as to what needs should be

highlighted. to
5. Other (specify)

n

RORORR]
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-

rget population and target community are |

mented &nd ‘disparate and there are ro °
gles specified to ‘overcome this problem

durin the planning’ phasec. 5:#J§ ]

c. Child advocacy defined in general and diffuse
terms. .

- d. No oonceptual~framework developed.
, . . P

A

-~

| VALIDATING DATA FOR "d" ABOVE

" Please circle whichever of the following characterize the

projnt and indicate basis for conclusion.
4

l)uInternal advocacy - changing the system in which the project
"is based,

2) External advocacy - changing other systems that serve children
' and acting as spokesmen for child with regard to that systen.,

3) Monitoring or regulating - ensuring that*services provided are
: what service systems or institutions are supposed to provide.

4) Lay advocacy
5) Legal advocacy ' «
6) Combination_of lay and legal advocacy

7) Other (describe)

-

/
<D
2
O
p—n

/
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, 5
SOURCE OF DATA FOR #4 BELOW: Interviews with the planner, project
. director.and two of each of grpups
specified (consumers, lay people,
experts, organizations)

'S

4 Failure to involve all facets of the relevant Y
community in planning for the child advocacy" N
project. Check "Y" unless at least -three of ‘NA™
the following are circled:) ~ o &

- a. Participa tion of consumers infplenning.

-
4

3 ' VALIDATING DATA

Who?: (pames and addresses of three consumers) :

N

L

-

How?: Membership in: planning group -
Meetings
Workshops /
Surveys (personal, mailjy telephone)

Other (specify) Lo

. . %
When? : '(Frequency of Involvement) A . | ¢
* Once during the planning phase_ . o
Two to three times , _ _ .

Four or more times J

!

What was the nature of this participation° (Briefly describe
up to four activities of consumers)

o




Who?:

\ . | ' 4/23/73
N
) o ¢

b. Pafticipiglon of influential lay people’ in
planniry, , .

) .l !
VALIDATING DATA

(nanes and addresses of . three 1nfluent1al Lay people)

by

285

How?:

Membership in planning group

Meetings

Workshops ' -
Surveys (personal, mail telephone)
Other (specify) .

~—r

g

.AWhen?- (Frequency of Involvement)

What was the nature of this participation? (Briefl& describe -

Once during the planning phase ..
Two to three times 2
Four or more time§ ‘

4

up to four activities of influential lay people):
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¥

’ - ¢, Participation of experts In pXanning

VALIDATING DATA

Who?: {names and addresses of three experts)
S A , ' S

0

- How?: Membership in planning group

Meetings

Workshops,

Surveys (personal, mail telephone)
Other (specify)r ' \

L4

When?: (Frequency of Involvement) ; LT
Once in the planning phase .
Two to three times
Four or more times
|
What was the nature of this participation° (Briefly describe up
- to four activities of experts)

i
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d. Participation of relevant organizations in !
planning. :

- «

~ . B ’
4

AY

¢

VALIDATING DATA <

r

Who?: (names addresses and type of organization) .

¥

s

How?- Representation through membership in planning group . v
Meetings —_— . .
WOrkshops :

Surve A

Other lspecify) | ' ' L

When? : (Frequency of Involvement)
) Once during the planning phase , ’
Two to three times. v
Fou{ or more times

What was the nature of this particlpation? iBriefly describe P ‘
up to four ﬁctivities of rélevant organizations) !

7

kg . <o ..

< | - .S
) SOURCE OF DATA‘FOB_#S BELOW Interview with a strative director .
_of over-all project/or agency and with

“Immedite supervison of director of
advocacy component. v

5.-§£or new components of existing programs only) . Y
:Fallure to obtain administrative support for new " N
component. Check "Y" ir a'below is "no": ‘ —
&. Did the proJect get administrative support and
™ N commitment for planning the new program com- ,
ponent?:'Y N . '
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SOURCE OF DATA FOR #6 BELOW: Interview with planner, principa% - Q/
- investigator, or project direct
if others are unavailable.

\

6. Proposal prepared by someone not actively in Jrolved ’ Y -
. with the pla.nnlng of the project. N__,,_ A
. NA__

K

\

VALIDATING DATA

Nature of relationship(s) of individual who prepared proposal |

to proJect and other pla.nners~ ) - _
’ , . . . a*J

1) One of planners oo -

2) Staff or board em'Ber of sponsoring agency/ ‘

3 Board member of over-all pro,ject

Other (specify) A ™~
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IIT. RATING Oﬁ.PROJECT AT CURRENT STAGE OF_DEVELOPMENT e

B. Fongprojécts at the 1n1t1ation<phase, use the

following criteria'

SOURCE OF DATA FOR #'s la and 1d BELOW: Interviews with project
oo _ director and principal
. ’ 1nvestigator or planner.

SQURCE OF DATA FOR #lc BELOW: Intervieﬁ§~w1th principal inves-
tigator or planner, project director .
and two representatives of each of
the apove four groups.

SOURCE OF DATA FOR #1d BELOW: Interviews with principal investi-
M gator, planner, project director and
- supervisor(s) or advocates.

1. ProJéct poorly structured. Check "Y" if either ggb;
or ¢ below is circled:’ - '

§

‘a. The project director was not invoived in
planning the project.

b. There was no special training program for
the advocate staff. i
c. Failure to involve all facets of the relevant
~rcommunity. (Circle c unless three out of the
four below are circled): ;

1) Consﬂm;¥s involved

-(See page 21 for VALIDATING DATA)

B
N '
. . -
‘ »
1 ) . :
- .
R N 2 .
. .
» ' 3
. .

\ an® - NA

//
ﬁ::
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VALIDATING DATA FOR"IIT.-B.-l.-c.-1)"

. . L
Who?: (names and addresses of three consumers)
N T~ A\ .

290

F N
- —
o . -

Hoﬁ?: Comﬁunity Meetings -
e Board Members ) \3
Staff Members

Other. Consultants (Qpecify)

When?: (Frequency of Involvement)
- Weekly - .
Monthly b o
Three to four. timesg '
Once or Twice
Ongoing part oT program

ad h?c basis )

p

- What was the naﬁﬁre of ' consumer participation? (Illustrate):

"

ﬁr‘
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2) Experts involved

VALIDATING DATA

Who?* (names and'aderQEes of\eXperts involved)

-

How?: Community Meetings
Board . ‘
.Staff™ . ’ oo .
: - Consulfants__ b ' '
Other (specIty) L .8

" When?: (Frequenoy of Involvement) - “ | /////f

Weeldy .
Monthly . . > A :
3-4 times N :

.1-2 times

Oongoing part of prégram
ad hoc basls

>

What waifthe nature of expert participation? (Illustrate)

‘*.‘72Ip

2 ‘ =

- ;
TK —

3) Lay peoplﬁ involved .

- / .
, VALIDATING DATA
Who?:' (names and' addregses of lay people involved) i
. AN
;" How?z Meetings | 7)
‘ Board ‘ : '
Volunteers ) _ -
" Other (specIfy) .
- w D <
When?: (Frequency'qf Involvement): Same as Above ‘

O hat was thq naturé of lay participation? (i1llustrate): Same as Above

— — UL E—
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u)'othe?“rElevant organiZations E

 VALIDATING DATAs = - SN

Who?: (names of three agencies)

~
la g

How?: Informal Personal Contacts
Representation on Board

’ ' Meetings .
\§\\\ Workshops

Formally established linkages (specify)
‘Other (specify)

When?: (Frequency of - Involvement) )

- Weekly .
Monthly : - .
Three to four times . : . . ,
Once or' Twice . ‘ ‘
Ongoing part of program ‘ ' , N
ad hoc basis . '

What was the nature of the participation of relevant organizations?
(Illustrate types-of activities) '

L



.
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d.'No‘further specification,of-objectives,~'
- advocacy targets, -advocacy strategies,

h]

VALIDATING DATA

What are the~current oﬁjéctives-of the project?

423073 293 -

, L 8
7 P, v T
[\\
. R g
What are the first, targets for, change?: School
' , . Juvenile Court
' Other, (specify)
. | ' K
what’a}e the first strategles identifled for 1mplement1ng change?:
L ’w-_ =
- l k-‘\\ q"
. J
i | ~ ! | .
. X / ‘ . .
L] & > . '
S, : /
i - | s
y ° , |
. A
‘ . f “a
- ) .
d ~
. ) | , ,
09301
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T

SOURCE OF DATA FOR #2 BELOW Interviews with principal inves~ -
tigator or planner, project director,
_ + and two staff members, two board -

, ‘ o - members and chairman of the anrd.

2. Project's current experience characterized by .
the ekxistence of numerous or exténsive intra-
organizational conflicts which significantly
affect the work ofathe proJect

-
T

‘4

VALIDATING DATA _ e

-If response is yes to above questibn, specify ‘the basis for
this conclusion.

L

{

Q
:

SOURCE OF DATA FOR #'s 3,4, and 5; Interviews with project
. 4 director and staff.

L4
\

3. Inappropriate selection of targets. Check "Y" if
either a or b applies: e :

: t
"a. Target defined as city-wide.or Larger
service system.

N

b. ProJect providing class advocacy identifies
-three or more targets (e.g. school, juvenile
Justice system, health services, public welfare

: system) N

4, Strategies selected that are inappropriate to target.

_
Bl

' (seé next page for VALIDATING DATA)
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- ,9) Justlice system ‘ ,
10) Health services (specify)

, . 26~
f , .
r . | ~ @
Wi VALIDATING DATA
Wha& are the targets the project is trylng to change?
\ . . -
1) Individual case ’ .
2) Individual school ¢
3) Individual agency (specify
4} Indiv¥dual policy (specify -
5) Individual procedure (specify) i 7
6) Budget — -
School system . 4
E Leglglatlon (specify) ﬂ’li
. -

11) Other\ (specify) ,r \\¢f\\

12) None - o .

What strategies 1s the project using to implement change in
thesa targets?: - coe ' . ‘
L Y s
Fact finding and documentation
Negotiation
Persuasion )
Mass PublicITy ‘
Court Action ‘ ,
Organization of Coalitions :
Lobbying . .
Public Dempnstration
Other (speé&ify)

»

O 00~ W W N

(Targets #'s 7,8,9,10 and any other major target require the use of.
at least five of the above strategles. Case advocacy may be achieved
through the use of strategies 1-5; 6-8 are inappropriate. Class ad-
vocacy may be achieved through the use of any 5 or more of these
strategles) -

5. Staff without skills to achieve goals or implement
strategies and no adequate provision of training
program,toggpmpensate*fpr this,

ik

N  VALIDATING DATA - ;

SOURCE OF DATA: Interview with project director and staff,

If there Was a épeqial training program for the advocate staff, when
did first training begin? (day, month, year): . ~

-

When did training end? (day, month, year):

What was included in training?.(specify):

06803
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SOURCE OF DATA FOR #6 BELOW: Interview wth project director.

s

. . . . ' s .
-6, Use of sh programming approach. - Y
RV = -» | -
» . N m—

~

4

" VALIDATING DPATA k‘

How long did it take for . the program to develop its regular
program. activities or provide services regular1y°

1) Less than six months ~ .
2) More than six months
3 More than eight but Iess than twelve months '
Other (specify)

SOURCE OF DATA FOR #7 BELOW: Interviews with project diréctor,
- staff and direct observation.

~

7. Absence of case or class advocacy. Check "Y" if neither Y
a nor b apply: :
| NA__
+
a. Project provides case advocacy (more than three
1nstances)

VALIDATING DATA

. Give four examples:

s A

N g

> . -

b. Prdject provides class advocacy (at least one instance).

VALIDATING DATA

;pg

Give'three examples: L. o

e #
q4>
g2
- &
NS
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i

C. For proJects'at the implementation phase: Use the *
-

following tentative criteria: "

SOURCE OF DATA FOR #'s 1,2, and 3: Interviews with project
director, several staff
members and some observation.

~

1. Case advocacy is provided regulerly, meaning
a minimum average of one case advocacy situa-
tion per relevent staff member per week.

i (Part-time staff or volunteer workers' time .
' should be ¢onverted into full-time equivalents.
. e.g. Thirty-five hours of work=one wark week=
one case advocacy gituation.)

VALIDATING DATA

Quantity: Number of advocacy c¢ases handled last month
Number of advocacy cases handled last year

‘Illustrate: Provide four examples and specify
when they occurred.

Al

2. Class advocacy is Provided regularly nmeaning a
minimuym of six class advocacy situations during .
the past six months. These nay be either class action
sults, policy changes affecting a whole school or
instiéution

4

VALIDATING DATA

Illustrate (provide four exambles and specify when they occurrec):

00305
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3. More than 50% of the staff time goes to the Y
provision of advocacy activities. : ‘ :

N

VALIDATING DATA : >

Staff divide their time each day as follows:

Providing 1nformation, referral and brokerage services.
Counseling or other direct services.

Report Writing.

Survey or collecting 1nformation.

-Administrative dutles (specify) \
Attending intra-agency meetings, _ .
‘Attending meetings outside "of agency.

Case advocacy.

€lass advocacy. " . N

{

LLLU&LLLL

4, Has the project formed formal coalitions with.
other groups or organizations?
“2{2

8 =
T

\

VALIDATING DATA

\

If yes, give names, addresses, types of organizations as well
as names of coalition groups and dates formed.

5. Has the project been replicated elsewhere? ' -

Fﬁ-"

VALIDATING DATA

If yes, where?: —

when (date)?: : ' o - R




(\ : 4/23/73 299
-30-

6. Does the project huve a formal sclf-evaluation
‘process? .

v‘"

-

5

VALIDATING DATA

o~

If yes, obtain written report.

T

T. Is staff training a regular; ongoing part of the'
program?

v‘ -

VALIDATING DATA

How frequently is training program provided?:

What is date of most recent program?:

>

N__
NAT

B .
R

ERIC . 00307
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Iv. RATING SUMMARY
P
Planniﬁg Phase : & Chgg%ﬁqe Scored NA
Item #1 . . | S
. o ‘ ‘ )
3
m
5 . n
: §
Score Total - R - :
: - ‘ Check as Scored
Initiation Phase Y N __ NA
Item #1. ) |
5 % A
3
. %
5
y 7
7

Score Total




~, S
,

o 1

0

-

Implementation Phase Y N  NA

_)x

Score Total:

~

pa
51
k)
.

¢

Score Summation - Indicia of Difficulty

Planning (Y¥)
‘Initlation (Y)

Implementation  (N)

Final Score

00309

£

o
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V. Rating Summary
L

\

Planning Phase

4 or more Indicia of difficulty have been checked Y
. fewer than 4 checked Y ’

———

A

O 4
Initiation Phase
e 5 or more indicia of. difificulty have been checked Y ‘
. . {
fewer than 5 indicia have been checked Y ) ~
) —_— ‘
/ N . .

Both Phases Together: (Implementation Prediction Capacity)

9 or more indicia of difficulty have been checked Y

i

fewer than 5 indicia have been checﬁed Y

~\

4

| \
Predictive Probability for Implementation

Prediction Accurate “

'Prediction Inaccurate

O




E. MEMORANDUM TO FIELD REPRESENTATIVES

VQ. , :
‘:D‘I\ . )
;o U T April 25, 1973,
" TO:. Field Representatives s
— . FROM: S. B. Kamerman .
| RE® Instructions:for Field Visits
0y

I. To Classify Projects at Current Stage of Development:

“A. Interview (separately) Principal Investigators,
' . Project Director and 2 staff menmbers, regarding
current project activities. - :

Major Focus -of Interview to be:
1.. What is going on now in the program?
2. What is staff doing now and what have they

been doing for the past 6 months (for each
cate§ory'of staff: administrative, supervisory,

line)? "
3. What are project's éurreﬂt goals, objectives,
purposes? Achts¥ed how? (Direct services, access,

planning, reégarﬁh, case and/or class advocacy)

4, For all the above, obtain detailed illustrations
and examples; frequency of activities. '

B. Obtain appropriate written material as indicated in
the instrument. ©~ : T
C. Dictate or write a full narrative summary'as well as
filling in the instrument. Where different responses . -
., are,given to the questions (e.g., director and staff g
view project goals ‘or staff roles differently) indicate
this. When fillfhg in an instrument be sure to com-=
plete all items referring to validating data and note
fully on form or elsewhere, your reasons for response
or. conclusions, and any related comments.

00311 |
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II. Classific&tion of Advocachana Non-AdvocaqxﬁProjecté S

Although by official definition all Lhe proJects you

v .visit are child advocacy programs and met our criteria
when originally classified, there may have been chaqges.
Therefore, please comment on how you perceive their
concept of child advocacy and any difference you note
between the projects-you visit as to concept and practice .
of advocacy. If they are now mis-classified, please . /
indicate. e '

III. Rate projects for,current developmentd stage ONLY

A. Since by definition no project you visit is in the
planning stage, the critical issue here is to; be
clear whether a project is in the initiation or the
implementation phase (or is fully implemented)

Thus, for Part III, only B or C will be filled out.

B. This instrument requires interviews with staff,
Board members and clients as well as Project Direc-
‘tors ,and Principle Investigator,

IV, A. 1In general at the beginning of each interview be

 certaim that you explain the purpose .of the study

. and assure complete confidentiality to each inter-
vieweeé and to the project generally.

B. Indicate independence of this project from federal
funding agencies. We.are not part of the federal
evaluation or funding machinery.

class" or "advocacy
until the terms have been usced by intervieweés - or

\ C. Do not use terms such as "case,

‘( until activities which meet our definition of case
\ and/or class advocacy‘h&ge been described. e
D. Feel free to telephone me at the end of the first *

day (or at any other point during your visItif
there are things you want to discuss), ¢

Office Telephone Number 280-4273

348-2505 or
L . 348-3 7§

SBK:wht

D
(gD
C-9
(SN
oo
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F. INTERVIEY SCHEDULE FOR PROJECT DIRECTOR
F k/ b .

4 . v

wey

INTRODUCTORY STATEMENT

]

(Statement to be developed’ cbvering explanations to inter-

,viewees re purposes and auspicgs of study, appropriate con-
/fidentiality, etc. ) , «®

\
N e

IDENTIFYING INFORMATION™

PROJECT NAME .

PROJECT ADDRESS . -

INTERVIEWEE NAME

INTERVIEWEE TITLE

INTERVIEWEE TELEPHONE ~ s
DATE OF INTERVIEW

'TIME OF INTERVIEW: BEGAN ENDED

INTERVIEWER NAME : >
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F. EXCERPTS FROM INTERVIEW SCHEDULE FOR PROJECT DIRECTOR
‘ARD PRINCTPAL IRVESTIGATOR

" - (supplementary project)

\_

Now I'd 1like to get an idea of what the goals or purpoges or
objec§1ves~of your project are. ﬁﬁﬁ@ )

5. Wh%f are the real. things you are trying to accomplish?

(Interviewer: Probe for definition of any terms...what
do you mean: by..? Do.not introduce any terms or defini-
tions not. supplied by Trespondent. Probe until goal
statements- are identified.) '

T : .

¥

e

-. P GOAL STATEMENTS
- . W

.l.l.ll.....llll.....‘.l.lll...l..ll..l......l...l..l...'l
\




<
L. N
5 ::'- .
hB.
6.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Let wme read back the go2ls you nzve id ntl fie
these2 what you had in mind? (227ise i

i

Now, would you tell me whici yoi reszyrd as oi primary
importance, next in imporgance, 3hird in imporiance
and so on? (Inberviewer record 235 f0llows:

Goal Hext in Imoortance: , o

~ . . B

. - . - ) - /
Goal Third in Importance: |

’

Othe?® Goal(s): , o U S

o

. . «

g
14

o

'(If respondent con51de*s some Zoz21s as equpl- I arbaau,
note this.) -

»

May we hove tb'sone statisticzl information on the different

types of staff aCulVlty carried on in the past 3 months? You

may wish tg refer to statistical rejorcs.

-

¢

LE R

Interviewer: If thsre is no e2:ilviiy revortsed in an sreon
1 R < 2
write non2 and go on-to the nexs;
e : ) :

Al. How many different clients (iniividuals or Ffemilies, as
.countad by} the agency) wera grovided with dirsel casa
service bv your staff. {(TFor =u2mnle, counseling, cusorin

— B i~ oy 3 + -
1n10fmauiOu, escort servinmas, raferrpl sarvices, etc. D
clients) o~ - '

A3. st co you estim&se is the nzrzcangagse. of tolsl ghals
tima given ©o this gebivic 7. Tz

Bl. HoY many conbucts ware mois it DETHINND 2
your own aszacy. staf0) o gov oare ov »
or Lo chwn ;2 tha woy dndividionl clige?s a
or to agssurz izplenaniatism ol en.lilin
dual cliz nus ety faniliien

-
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(Interviewer: In B2 and C2, the purpose is to see whether the -
regpondent is answering the statistical questions with the sane
framework in mind as the interviewer. Pick up examples wnich

do not fit the framewoyk, and revise the responses, if necessary.

For example, B2 question is aimed 'at case advocacy. If the exanm-
ples are class advocacy, the number of actions and percent of

man hoyrs allocated properly belong in C2. The reverse is true

for C2, where the exanples may really belong in B2.) -
& : i <L .

B2, What kinds of agencles, organizations or offidials or -

groups were contacted far what purposes? ’
Agency, -organizatien, group  Purposes:
or official(s)’ (Type): ,

Agency, organization, group " Purposes:
or.-official(s) (Type): ) R .
‘ : L
777 T ARgency, organization, group = Purposes: T q
or official(s) (Type):-
- ¢
’
\ Agency, organization, group - . Purposes:
: or official(s) (Type): _ _ .
4
e
Agency, organization, groeup Purposes:
- or official(s) (Type):
v . . -
4 v —
\ . é‘
N )
Y i~
. -
¢ e
‘V o




‘groups or clasaes of clienta°
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Wnat do you estimate is the parcentage ofltotal st f
time given to this activity? % )

How many contacts,were wade with personnel (othé} than
your own agency sua?f) to discuss changes on behalf of
groups or classes of c1ie nts? (For example, changes in
programs, policles, laws, budzgets, intake or other psli-
cies, quality or level of concret§ or counseling services,
structural arrangements, etc:) ’ ' b

What kinds of agencies, o*;unizatians, officials, groups
were contacted for what kinds of ghanges on behalf of

Agency, organlzatlon groud Puwgooes' T
or official(s) (Typei:

A
N
) . -
Agehgy, orzanization, group Purposes:
or official(s) (TypeS: ~
Agency, organization, grou Purposeas: ,
or official(s) (;ype)

s

&

Srsin furnoses:




C3. "inat do you es!
Eime given to

o7 1ndividual clients? ¢

D2, What were the lezal issuyes involved?

D1. How many different lezal actions developed on behsl?
1

LY \

D3. VWhat do you estimata is the percentage of total staf% ’ -

time devoted to this activity? %

£
’

El. How m#ny different le:zal actions were developed on beqall
of proups or classeo of clients?

E2. What were the legal issues involved? ) ' . \
@/ . N .
I

a

E3. Vhat do you estimate is the total percentage of staxf
’ time- dDVOuEd to this activity? - - A

Fl. How many different kind; 6f community work (for examvple v
participation in community planning or coordlnatioq of
services, community education, self-help develop:aent,etc.)
did your project engage in? : .

S

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




S~

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

F3.

GL.

hat are the kKinds of conmurnizy winrx

e you z¥tually
engaged in for what purposzs’

[}

Kind of Comrunity viorx: . Trnons

-y

311

Kind of Communicy tiork

£

‘Kind of Community work: ZUrposes: o

9
‘Kind of Commualty work: >2uarposes: ¢
T  — —;
: 8
Y
“ {
Kind of Community work: ZaTrDo3es:
3 N

That do you estinate 1L
time devoted to this a

Are therz any othasr signilican-s

_____ rees o activicies not
covered above whjich should o2 noz=1? If so, vhat is ik

/ L3 .
Whau 6o you esuimatz
time cdewvoted to Inhls
+
00319
<




(Interviewér: Add up all the percentages. If the total

. exceeds 100, go over these again with respondent. If the-
total is.under 100, do not review.) T

~—

{Interviewer, please note:

Project Director estimates figures from memory.

roject Director uses figures from statistical reports.
Other - Specify: 1 .
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